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This  section  of  the  FEDERAL  REGISTER 
contains  regulatory  documents  having 
general  applicability  and  legal  effect  most 
of  which  are  key^  to  and  codified  in 
the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  which  is 
published  under  50  titles  pursuant  to  44 
U.S.C.  1510. 

The  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  sold 
by  the  Superintendent  of  Documertts. 

Prices  of  new  books  are  listed  in  the 
first  FEDERAL  REGISTER  issue  of  each 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Food  and  Nutrition  Servfcs 
7  CFR  Part  250 

Donation  of  Food  for  Use  ki  the  IMted 
States,  Its  Territories  and  Possessions 
and  Areas  Under  Its  Jurisdiction 

aqency:  Food  and  Nutrition  Service, 
USDA. 

ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  final  rule  would  amend 
the  Food  Distribution  Program 
Regulations  (7  CFR  Part  250)  by 
permitting  processors  to  pay  refunds 
later  than  10  days  after  receipt  of  the 
refund  application  for  processed  end 
products  containing  donated  cheese. 
Since  the  surpluses  of  cheese  have  been 
reduced  so  drastically,  the  Department 
can  no  longer  fill  requests  for  cheese  in 
unlimited  amounts.  Set  amounts  of 
cheese  have  been  made  available  to 
each  distributing  agency.  Current 
regulations  require  processors  to  make 
refund  payments  to  recipient  agencies 
within  10  days  of  receipt  of  a  refund 
application.  The  Department  anticipates 
delays  in  the  delivery  of  cheese  during 
the  second  and  third  quarter  of  school 
year  1908-1989.  The  Department  plans 
to  catch  up  with  any  delayed  shipments 
during  the  fourth  quarter.  The  intended 
effect  of  this  action  is  to  amend 
procedures  to  take  into  consideration 
delayed  shipments  of  cheese. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  This  final  rule  is 
effective  November  16, 1988. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Susan  Proden,  Chief,  Program 
Administration  Branch,  Food 
Distribution  Division,  Food  and 
Nutrition  Service,  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  3101  Park  Center  Drive, 
Alexandria,  Virginia  22302  or  telephone 
1703)  756-3660. 


SUPPUEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 
Classification 

This  action  has  been  reviewed  under 
Executive  Order  12291  and  has  been 
classified  not  major.  We  anticipate  that 
this  rule  will  not  have  an  annual  impact 
on  the  economy  of  more  than  $100 
million.  No  major  increase  in  costs  or 
prices  for  consiuners,  individual 
industries,  Federal,  State  or  local 
government  agencies  or  geographic 
regions  is  anticipated.  This  action  is  not 
expected  to  have  significant  adverse 
effects  on  competition,  employment 
investment,  productivity,  iimovation,  or 
on  the  ability  of  U.S.-based  enterprises 
to  compete  with  foreign-based 
enterprises  in  domestic  or  export 
markets. 

Permitting  processors  to  pay  refunds 
later  than  10  days  after  receipt  of  the 
refund  application  for  processed  end 
products  containing  cheese  is  necessary 
for  the  1988-1989  school  year.  Shipments 
of  donated  cheese  are  expected  to  be 
behind  schedule  for  the  second  and 
third  quarters  of  the  school  year.  The 
Department  anticipates  catching  up  with 
deliveries  by  the  fourth  quarter.  T^ 
Administrator  has  determined  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  533(b),  that  prior  notice  and 
public  procedure  are  impracticable, 
unnecessary  and  contrary  to  the  public 
interest.  A  significant  portion  of  the 
cheese  available  to  States  for  this  fiscal 
year  will  be  delivered  too  late  in  the 
year  for  effective  use.  Without  the 
change  instituted  by  this  rule,  recipient 
agencies  would  be  forced  to  buy 
products  containing  cheese  at  fiili  price, 
because  few  processors  will  be  willing 
to  advance  refunds  if  they  have  not 
received  adequate  donated  cheese  to 
account  for  the  refunds.  By  allowing 
processors  to  delay  payment  of  the 
refunds,  recipient  agencies  can  receive 
the  processed  products  with  the 
assurance  that  refunds  for  donated 
cheese  will  eventually  be  forthcoming. 
This  rule  must  be  put  in  place 
immediately  to  benefit  recipient 
agencies  and  processors  this  school 
year.  This  rule  relieves  processors  from 
having  to  pay  refunds  within  10  days  if 
anticipated  shipments  of  cheese  are 
delayed.  For  this  reason,  the 
Administrator  has  also  determined  in 
accordance  with  5  U.S.C.  553(d),  that 
good  cause  exists  for  making  this  rule 
effective  less  than  30  days  after 
publication. 

This  action  has  been  reviewed  with 
regard  to  requirements  of  the  Regulatory 


Flexibility  Act  (5  U.S.C.  601-612).  Anna 
Kondratas,  Administrator  of  the  Food 
and  Nutrition  Service,  has  certified  that 
this  action  will  not  have  a  significant 
economic  impact  on  a  substantial 
number  of  small  entities. 

This  program  is  listed  in  the  Catalog 
of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance  under 
10.550  and  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
Executive  Order  12372  which  requires 
intergovernmental  consultation  with 
State  and  local  officials  (7  CFR  Part 
3015,  Subpart  V  and  the  final  rule 
related  notice  published  )nne  24, 1963 
(48  FR  29112)). 

In  accordance  with  the  Paperwork 
Reduction  Act  of  1980  (44  U.S.C  3501- 
3520),  the  additional  recordkeeping  and 
reporting  requirements  contained  in  this 
rule  are  subject  to  review  and  approval 
by  the  Office  ctf  Management  and 
Budget  (OMB).  Current  reporting  and 
recordkeeping  requirements  for  Part  250 
were  approved  by  OMB  under  control 
number  0584-0007. 

Background 

Section  250.30  of  the  current 
regulations  sets  forth  the  terms  and 
conditions  under  which  State 
distributing  agencies,  subdistributing 
agencies  and  recipient  agencies  may 
enter  into  contracts  with  food 
processors  to  incorporate  government- 
donated  commodities  into  processed 
end  {Hvducts. 

Donated  cheese  has  been  available  to 
schools  and  other  outlets  such  as 
charitable  institutions  in  any  amounts 
that  could  be  utilized  without  waste 
since  1961.  As  a  result  of  the  abundant 
supply  of  this  commodity,  many 
distributing  agencies  entered  into 
numerous  processing  agreements  for  the 
conversion  of  donated  cheese  into  end 
products  such  as  pizza.  Also,  the 
Department  established  the  National 
Commodity  Processing  Program  to 
further  increase  the  number  of  recipient 
agencies  receiving  the  benefits  of 
commodity  assistance  through 
processing  agreements. 

Since  1981,  over  5  billion  pounds  of 
surplus  dairy  commodities  have  been 
distributed  to  low-income  households. 
These  distributions  as  well  as  ones 
made  to  stdiools  and  other  outlets  have 
substantially  reduced  the  siuplus  of 
cheese  available  for  various  Food 
Distribution  Programs.  Moreover, 
modifications  in  agricultural  price- 
support  programs  have  brought  supply 
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and  demand  into  better  balance,  thereby 
reducing  the  volume  of  commodities  the 
Government  has  been  required  to 
purchase  under  price-support  programs. 

Since  the  surpluses  of  cheese  have 
been  reduced  so  drastically,  the 
Department  can  no  longer  fill  requests 
for  cheese  in  unlimited  amounts. 
Therefore,  for  the  1988-1989  School 
Year,  State  distributing  agencies  were 
notified  in  June  of  the  total  amount  of 
cheese  to  be  made  available  to  them  for 
the  entire  year.  The  cheese  made 
available  to  States  could  be  distributed 
directly  to  recipient  agencies  or 
furnished  to  processors  to  be  used  in  the 
manufacture  of  end  products.  State 
agencies  were  also  informed  as  to  the 
total  amount  of  cheese  that  could  be 
ordered  each  quarter  against  the  total 
available  amount. 

It  was  recommended  that  State 
agencies  inform  processors  of  the  total 
amount  of  cheese  to  be  furnished  to 
them  for  the  1988-1989  contract  year  as 
well  as  the  amounts  of  cheese  to  be 
delivered  each  quarter  of  the  contract 
year.  Processors  were  further  to  be 
informed  that  sales  for  the  year  could 
not  exceed  the  total  amoimt  of  cheese  to 
be  delivered  for  the  year  plus  any 
carryover  inventory  from  the  previous 
year.  If  processors  went  into  a  negative 
inventory  status  (used  more  cheese  than 
was  available  from  the  State),  they  did 
so  at  their  own  financial  risk. 

Section  250.30(k)(3]  of  the  current 
regulations  requires  that  processors 
make  refund  payments  for  the  value  of 
government  commodities  contained  in 
processed  end  products  to  recipient 
agencies  not  later  than  10  days  after 
receipt  of  the  refund  application.  The 
Department  anticipates  delays  in  the 
delivery  of  cheese  during  the  second 
and  third  quarters  of  School  Year  1988- 
1989.  Because  of  these  delays, 
processors  may  not  receive  the  total 
amounts  of  cheese  that  are  anticipated 
for  these  quarters.  The  Department, 
however,  plans  to  catch  up  with  any 
delayed  shipments  during  the  fourth 
quarter,  ensuring  that  the  total  amount 
of  cheese  made  available  for  1980-1989 
is  delivered. 

Processors  who  experience  delays  in 
shipments  may  not  have  physical 
inventory  of  cheese  on  hand  to  cover 
refund  applications  received  during  the 
second  and  third  quarters.  Section 
250.30(k)(3]  of  this  rule  is  being  amended 
to  permit  processors  to  make  refund 
payments  to  recipient  agencies  for  end 
products  containing  cheese  later  than  10 
days  after  receipt  of  the  refund 
application  in  those  quarters  where 
cheese  deliveries  to  the  processor  fell 
short  of  their  allocation;  Provided 
however,  that  the  processor  has  first 


honored  all  requests  for  refunds 
received  for  end  products  sold  during 
the  period  for  which  it  had  USDA 
cheese.  Processors  will  be  required  to 
notify  recipient  agencies  in  writing  that 
they  are  unable  to  process  their  refund 
payments  at  this  time.  This  notification 
to  the  recipient  agencies  should  take 
place  within  10  days  of  receipt  of  the 
refund  application.  Once  cheese  is 
delivered,  processors  will  be  required  to 
pay  refunds  which  have  been  held 
based  on  the  date  the  refund  application 
was  received.  Those  applications  are  to 
be  processed  on  a  first  come  first  serve 
basis  and  payments  must  be  processed 
within  10  days  of  receipt  of  the 
commodity. 

Under  no  circumstances  should 
processors  make  sales  with  a  promise  of 
a  refund  payment  in  excess  of  their 
cheese  allocation  for  the  entire  1988- 
1989  school  year. 

List  of  Subjects  in  7  CFR  Part  250 

Aged,  Agricultural  commodities. 
Business  and  industry.  Food  assistance 
programs.  Food  donations.  Food 
processing.  Grant  programs-social 
programs.  Infants  and  children.  Price 
support  programs.  Reporting  and 
recordkeeping  requirements.  School 
breakfast  and  lunch  programs.  Surplus 
agricultural  commodities. 

Accordingly,  7  CFR  Part  250  is 
amended  as  follows: 

PART  250— DONATIONS  OF  FOOD 
FOR  USE  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES,  ITS 
TERRITORIES  AND  POSSESSIONS 
AND  AREAS  UNDER  ITS 
JURISDICTION 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  Part  250  is 
revised  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  Sec  32,  Pub.  L  74-320,  49  Stat. 
744  (7  U.S.C.  612c):  Pub.  L.  75-165,  50  Stat.  323 
(15  U.S.C.  713c);  secs.  6,  9,  Pub.  L.  79-396,  60 
Stat.  231,  233,  (42  U.S.C.  1755, 1758);  sec.  416, 
Pub.  L.  81-439,  63  Stat.  1058  (7  U.S.C.  1431): 
sec.  402,  Pub.  L  91-665,  68  Stat.  843  (22  U.S.C. 
1922):  sec.  210,  Pub.  L.  84-540,  70  Stat.  202  (7 
U.S.C.  1859):  sec.  9.  Pub.  L.  985-931,  72  Stat. 
1792  (7  U.S.C.  1431b);  Pub.  L  86-756,  74  Stat. 
899  (7  U.S.C.  1431  note);  sec.  709,  Pub.  L.  89- 
321,  79  Stat.  1212  (7  U.S.C.  1446a-l);  sec.  3, 
Pub.  L  90-302,  82  Stat.  117  (42  U.S.C.  1761): 
secs.  409,  410,  Pub.  L.  93-288,  88  Stat.  157  (42 
U.S.C.  5179,  5180):  sec.  2,  Pub.  L.  93-328,  88 
Stat.  286  (42  U.S.C.  1762a);  sec.  16,  Pub.  L.  94- 
105,  89  Stat.  522  (42  U.S.C.  1766):  sec.  1304a. 
Pub.  L.  95-113,  91  Stat.  980  (7  U.S.C.  612c 
note):  sec.  311,  Pub.  L.  95-478,  92  Stat.  1533 
(42  U.S.C.  3030a);  sec.  10,  Pub.  L.  95-627,  92 
Stat.  3623  (42  U.S.C.  1760);  Pub.  L.  98-8,  97 
Stat.  35  (7  U.S.C.  612c  note):  (5  U.S.C.  301): 
Pub.  L.  100-237, 101  Stat.  1733  (7  U.S.C.  612 
note). 

2.  In  §  250.30,  a  new  paragraph  (k)(4] 
is  added  to  read  as  follows: 


§  250.30  State  processing  of  donated 
foods. 

***** 

(k)  Refund  payments  *  *  * 

(4)  State  distributing  agencies  shall 
notify  processors  of  the  total  amount  of 
donated  cheese  they  can  receive  during 
the  1988-1989  school  year  and  shall 
inform  processors  of  the  amount  of 
cheese  to  be  delivered  each  quarter. 
During  the  1988-1989  school  year, 
processors  shall  be  permitted  to  pay 
refunds  later  than  10  days  after  receipt 
of  the  refund  application  for  processed 
end  products  containing  donated  cheese. 
However,  the  processor  shall  honor  all 
requests  for  refunds  received  for  end 
products  sold  during  the  period  for 
which  it  had  USDA  cheese.  Payment 
may  only  be  delayed  if  delays  in 
shipments  of  cheese  to  processors  occur. 
Processors  shall  notify  recipient 
agencies  within  10  days  of  receipt  of  the 
refund  application  that  the  refund 
payment  is  being  delayed.  Once  cheese 
has  been  delivered  to  the  processor,  the 
processor  shall  make  refund  payments 
to  recipient  agencies  within  10  days  of 
receipt  of  the  commodity.  Processors 
shall  process  refund  applications  in 
chronological  order  based  on  the  date 
the  applications  were  received.  In  no 
event  shall  the  processors  solicit  or 
make  sales  to  eligible  recipient  agencies 
which  will  cause  them  to  exceed  the 
total  amount  of  cheese  for  which  they 
have  been  allocated  for  the  school  year 
1988-1989. 

***** 

Date:  November  9, 1988. 

Anna  Kondiatas, 

Administrator. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26436  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 
BILUNQ  CODE  3410-30-M 


Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Service 

9  CFR  Part  77 

[Docket  87-181] 

Tuberculosis  in  Cattie;  State 
Designations;  West  Virginia 

agency:  Animal  and  Plant  Health 
Inspection  Service,  USDA. 

ACTION:  Clarification. 

summary:  This  document  clarifies  the 
status  of  amendments  contained  in  an 
interim  rule  published  June  26, 1987,  and 
in  a  final  rule  published  October  23, 

1987.  It  confirms  the  designation  of  West 
Virginia  as  an  accredited-free  state  in 
the  tuberculosis  regulations  governing 
the  interstate  movement  of  cattle. 
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FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Dr.  Ralph  L.  Hosker,  Senior  Staff 
Veterinarian,  Domestic  Programs 
Support  Staff,  VS,  AHilS,  U^A,  Room 
815,  Federal  Building,  6505  Belcrest 
Road,  Hyattsville,  MD  20782,  301-438- 
8715. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 
Background 

In  an  interim  rule  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  effective  June  28, 
1987  (52  FR  23936-23937,  Docket  Number 
87-057),  we  amended  the  regulations  in 
9  CFR  Part  77  governing  the  interstate 
movement  of  cattle  because  of 
tuberculosis.  Specifically,  we  amended  9 
CFR  77.4  by  changing  the  classiflcation 
of  West  Virginia  from  a  modified 
accredited  area  to  an  accredited-free 
state.  The  comment  period  closed  on 
August  25, 1987.  We  did  not  receive  any 
comments. 

As  a  result  of  a  final  rule  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  on  October  23, 1987 
(52  FR  39613-39616),  and  effective 
November  23, 1987,  the  list  of 
accredited-free  states,  including  West 
Virginia,  now  appears  in  the  definition 
of  “accredited-^e  state”  in  9  CFR  77.1. 
The  facts  presented  in  the  interim  rule 
still  provide  a  basis  for  West  Virginia’s 
inclusion  in  this  list  of  accredited-free 
states. 

Authority:  21  U.S.C.  Ill,  114, 114a.  115-117, 
120, 121. 134b,  134f:  7  CFR  2.17,  2.51,  and 
371.2(d). 

Done  in  Washington,  DC  this  9th  day  of 
November  1968. 

Lairy  B.  Slagle, 

Acting  Administrator,  Animal  and  Plant 
Health  Inspection  Service. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26415  Filed  11-15-88,  8;45  am) 
BtUJNG  CODE  34ie-34-M 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 
Customs  Service 
19  CFR  Part  4 
[T.D.  88-711 

Reporting  Requireinents  for  Small 
Vessels 

AGENCY:  Customs  Service,  Treasury. 
action:  Final  rule. 

summary:  ’This  document  amends  the 
Customs  Regulations  to  implement 
recent  legislative  changes  to  enhance 
Customs  enforcement  of  the  currency 
reporting  and  controlled  substances 
laws  and  assist  in  preventing  the 
importation  of  merchandise  contrary  to 
law.  The  statutory  changes  concern 
reporting  requirements  for  individuals 
and  various  modes  of  transportation. 


penalties,  searches  and  seizures.  To 
clarify  vessel  reporting  requirements 
and  to  implement  new  vessel  reporting 
requirements  for  small  vessels  arriving 
in  the  Miami,  FloridcL  Customs  District, 
operators  of  small  vessels  arriving  in 
that  area  will  be  required  to  stop  at  a 
designated  reporting  location  and, 
through  a  clearly  m^ed  Customs 
telephone,  report  their  arrival  before 
proceeding  in  their  destination.  In 
addition  to  the  reporting  requirements, 
the  amendments  also  implement 
legislative  provisions  of  the  Act  which 
provide  for  civil  and  criminal  monetary 
penalties  and  for  the  seizure  and 
forfeiture  of  conveyances  used  to 
transport  urunanifested  merchandise  or 
controlled  substances  as  well  as  die 
merchandise  thereon. 

*11115  action  is  being  taken  as  part  of 
Customs  continuing  efforts  to  interdict 
the  smuggling  of  controlled  substances 
and  other  merchandise  being  introduced 
contrary  to  law  into  the  southern  Florida 
area  and  to  enforce  the  currency 
reporting  laws.  These  regulations  will 
close  a  loophole  in  interdiction  efforts 
concerning  the  significant  number  of 
small  vessels  arriving  in  that  area 
carrying  controlled  substances, 
unreported  monetary  instruments  or 
undeclared  merchandise. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  December  16, 1938. 
for  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
(Operational  matters)  Glenn  Ross. 

Office  of  Passenger  Enforcement  and 
Facilitation  (202)  566-5607  or  (Legal 
matters)  Larry  L.  Burton.  Carrier  Rulings 
Branch,  Office  of  Regulations  and 
Rulings  (202)  566-5706. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Background 

The  Anti-Drug  Abuse  Act  of  1986 
(Pub.  L  99-570}  (the  Act),  made  various 
changes  to  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  relating 
to  the  arrival  and  reporting  to  Customs 
of  persons  and  transportation 
conveyances;  penalties;  search  and 
seizure  of  persons  and  conveyances; 
forfeiture  and  disposition  of  articles  and 
conveyances;  the  Customs  Forfeiture 
Fund;  aviation  smuggling;  preclearance; 
and  investigation  matters  such  as 
records  production,  undercover  Customs 
operations,  informer  compensation  and 
the  exchange  of  information  with 
domestic  and  foreign  Customs  and  law 
enforcement  agencies. 

The  reporting  requirements  are 
consolidated  in  section  433,  Tariff  Act  of 
1930,  as  amended  (19  U.S.C.  1433),  which 
provides,  in  pertinent  part,  that  vessels 
must  generally  report  to  Customs 
immediately  upon  their  arrival  and  in 
such  manner  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  may  prescribe  by  regulation. 


The  Act  amended  section  401(k),  Tariff 
Act  of  1930,  as  amended  (19  U.S.C 
1401(k)),  to  clarify  that  vessels  arriving 
in  the  United  States  after  visiting  a 
hovering  vessel  or  a  point  ot  place 
where  it  has  received  merchandise  is 
deemed  to  be  arriving  &t>m  a  foreign 
port  or  place  and  that  controlled 
substances  are  generally  to  be 
considered  as  prohibited  merchandise. 
'The  Act  amended  section  594,  Tariff  Act 
of  1930,  as  amended  (19  U.S.C  1594), 
relating  to  die  seizure  and  forfeiture  of 
conveyances  used  for  the  importation  of 
prohibited  merchandise,  by  narrowing 
and  clarifying  the  previously  existing 
exceptions  to  the  seizure  and  forfeiture 
provisions  of  that  section.  This 
document  implements  the  arrivaL 
reporting,  and  conveyance  seizure  and 
forfeiture  provisions  of  the  Act  as  to 
“small  vessels”,  as  defined.  Initially,  the 
special  procedures  for  reporting  arrival 
of  small  vessels  are  being  limited  to 
arrivals  within  the  Miami,  Florida, 
Customs  District,  as  defined  in 
§  101.3(b),  Customs  Regulations  (19  CFR 
101.3(b)).  Operators  of  small  vessels 
arriving  in  the  United  States  in  that  area 
will  be  required  to  stop  at  a  small  vessel 
reporting  location  before  proceeding  to 
their  intended  destination  and,  through 
a  clearly  marked  Customs  telephone, 
immediately  report  their  arrival  to 
Customs.  The  Customs  officer 
answering  the  call  will  ask  for 
information  such  as:  Registration 
number,  came  of  vessel  owner  name, 
operator/passenger  name(s).  datefs)  of 
birth,  foreign  ports  or  places  visited, 
duration  of  stay,  foreign  acquisitions, 
and  user  fee  decal  number,  if  any.  The 
Customs  officer  will  then  instruct  the 
vessel  operator  that  the  vessel  may 
proceed  or  that  further  action,  which 
may  include  inspection/examination  at 
another  location,  is  required.  The 
District  Director  of  Customs  at  Miami 
will  retain  the  authority  to  change  the 
reporting  locations,  their  number,  or 
location.  The  14  small  vessel  reporting 
stations  established  within  the  Miami, 
Florida,  Customs  District  by  TJ).  87-150 
for  small  vessel  arrival  reporting  have 
been  expanded  to  24  in  number.  ’They 
are: 

Vessels  entering  the  Miami  District 
southern  intracoastal  waterway. 

1.  A  &  B  Marina,  700  Marina  St,  Key 
West  Florida  33040. 

2.  Tavernier  Creek  Marina,  P.O.  Box 
1000,  Tavernier,  Florida  33070. 

3.  Faro  Blanco  Marine  Resort  1996 
Overseas  Highway,  Marathon,  Florida 
3305a 

4.  Ocean  Reef  Club,  31  Ocean  Reef 
Dr.,  Key  Largo,  Florida  33037. 
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5.  Oceanside  Marina,  5950  Maloney 
Avenue,  Key  West,  Florida  33040. 

Vessels  entering  the  Miami  District 
northern  intracoastal  waterway. 

1.  Government  Cut,  Phillips  66  Marina, 
Waston  Island,  1050  MacA^ur 
Causeway,  Miami,  Florida  33132. 

2.  Haulover  Cut,  Bakers  Haulover 
Marina,  10800  Collins  Ave.,  Miami 
Beach,  Florida  33154. 

3.  Port  Everglades  Cut,  Lauderdale 
Marina,  1900  S.E.  15th  St.,  Ft. 

Lauderdale,  Florida  33316. 

4.  Hillsboro  Inlet,  Sands  Harbor 
Marina/Hotel,  125  North  Riverside  Dr., 
Pompano  Beach,  Florida  33662. 

5.  The  Cove  Marina,  1755  S.E.  3rd 
Court,  Deerfield  Beach,  Florida  33441. 

6.  Boynton  Beach  Inlet,  Lake  Worth 
Boating  Center,  7848  South  Federal 
Highway,  Hypoloxo,  Florida  33462. 

7.  Lake  Worth  Inlet  (AKA  Palm 
Beach),  Sailfish  Marina,  98  Lake  Drive, 
Palm  ^ach  Shores,  Florida  33404. 

8.  Jupiter  Inlet,  Jupiter  Marina,  Route 
1,  Jupiter,  Florida  33494. 

9.  St.  Lucie  Inlet,  Sailfish  Marina,  3565 
Southeast  St.,  Stuart,  Florida  33477. 

10.  Ft.  Pierce  Inlet,  Pelican  Yacht  Club, 
1120  Seaway  Dr.,  Ft.  Pierce,  Florida 
33454. 

11.  Sebastian  Inlet,  Sebastian  Inlet 
Marina  and  Trading,  1580  U.S.  1,  P.O. 
Box  1507,  Sebastian,  Florida  32958. 

12.  Crandon  Park  Marina,  4000 
Crandon  Blvd. — Virginia  Beach,  Miami, 
Florida  33149. 

13.  Matheson  Hammock  Marina,  9610 
Old  Cutler  Rd. — Matheson  Hammock 
Park,  Miami,  Florida  33156. 

14.  Sunset  Harbour  Marina,  1928 
Purdy  Avenue,  Miami  Beach,  Florida 
33139. 

15.  Pier  66,  2301  S.E.  17  Street,  Ft. 
Lauderdale,  Florida  33316. 

16.  Bahia  Mar,  801  Sea  Breeze  Blvd., 

Ft.  Lauderdale,  Florida  33316. 

17.  Light  House  Point  Marina,  2830 
N.E.  29  Avenue,  Pompano  Beach,  Florida 
33064. 

18.  Riviera  Beach  Municipal  Marina, 
200  E.  13  Street,  Riviera  Beach,  Florida 
33404. 

19.  Delray  Harbour  Club  Marina,  1035 
South  Federal  Highway,  Delray  Beach, 
Florida  33483. 

The  interim  regulations  established 
procedures  for  reporting  the  arrival  of 
small  vessels  in  the  Miami  District,  see 
§  4.2a,  Customs  Regulations  (19  CFR 
4.2a].  They  also  implemented  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  which  provide  for 
civil  monetary  penalties  for  the  failure 
to  report  arrival  and  additional  civil 
monetary  penalties  if  unmanifested 
merchandise  was  on  board  a  non- 
reporting  vessel.  The  vessel  manifest 
penalties  of  section  584,  Tariff  Act  of 


1930,  as  amended  (19  U.S.C.  1584),  were 
made  applicable  if  the  merchandise  on 
board  a  non-reporting  vessel  consists  of 
controlled  substances.  Criminal 
monetary  penalties  and  imprisonment 
were  provided  for  if  the  failure  to  report 
arrival  was  intentional  and  if  controlled 
substances  were  found  on  board  the 
non-reporting  vessel.  The  civil  penalty 
included  seizure  and  forfeiture 
provisions  related  to  the  vessel  and  the 
merchandise  in  addition  to  the  monetary 
penalties. 

These  regulations,  it  was  noted,  were 
part  of  Customs  continuing  effort  to 
combat  the  problem  of  drug  smuggling 
by  vessel  and  to  more  specifically  deal 
with  techniques  developed  by  drug 
smugglers  utilizing  small  vessels  for  that 
purpose.  It  was  also  noted  that  Customs 
would  now  have  greater  control  over 
small  vessels  in  the  southern  Florida 
area  because  those  vessels  will  now  be 
required  to  go  to  designated  reporting 
locations  and  immediately  report  their 
arrival.  Thus,  smugglers  will  not  be  able 
to  proceed  to  private  docks  and  unload 
contraband  before  continuing  to  their 
intended  destination  and  then  reporting 
their  arrival  to  Customs.  This  was 
possible  under  the  previously  existing 
law  and  regulations  which  permitted  the 
report  of  arrival  to  be  delayed  for  as 
long  as  24  hours  after  arrival  in  the  U.S. 

The  December  21, 1987,  Federal 
Register  notice  solicited  public 
comments  on  the  new  requirements.  The 
comments  received  have  been  taken 
into  consideration  in  formulating  the 
final  rule  and  are  discussed  in  this 
document. 

Analysis  of  Comments 

On  hundred  sixteen  comments  were 
received  in  response  to  the  solicitation 
of  comments  contained  in  the  Federal 
Register  notice.  The  comments  noted 
operational  difficulties  caused  by  the 
implementation  of  the  small  boat 
reporting  procedures  in  the  Miami, 
Florida,  District. 

Several  commenters  indicated  that  the 
facilities  at  the  Watson  Island  reporting 
station,  the  only  Dade  County,  Florida, 
location,  were  inadequate  and  that  the 
conditions  there  were  unsafe  and 
crowded.  Repairs  have  been  made  to  the 
docking  area,  and  the  city  of  Miami  has 
been  requested  to  enforce  the  “No 
Wake"  provision  around  the  Watson 
Island  area.  In  addition,  reporting 
facilities  have  been  established  at  three 
new  locations — Matheson  Hammock, 
Sunset  Harbour  and  Crandon  Park 
Marinas. 

Many  commenters  expressed  concern 
about  crowded  conditions  at  reporting 
locations  in  the  Miami  and  Ft. 
Lauderdale  areas.  A  new  reporting 


location  near  the  entrance  to  Hillsboro 
Inlet  was  requested.  The  Customs 
Service  has  established  ten  additional 
reporting  stations  in  the  Miami  District, 
with  three  in  the  Miami  Area  as 
indicated  above,  and  two  in  the  Ft. 
Lauderdale  vicinity.  A  new  reporting 
location  has  been  established  near  the 
entrance  to  Hillsboro  Inlet  at  the  Light 
House  Point  Marina  in  Pompano  Beach. 
In  addition.  Customs  has  established  a 
Private  Marina  Visa  Plan  in  the  Miami 
District.  The  plan  allows  the  clientele  of 
a  private  marina,  after  the  marina 
obtains  prior  approval  from  Customs,  to 
discharge  arrival  reporting 
responsibilities,  pursuant  to  §  4.2a, 
Customs  Regulations  (19  CFR  4.2a],  at 
that  location.  This  plan,  along  with  the 
additional  reporting  locations,  should 
relieve  the  crowded  conditions  which 
were  the  subject  of  these  comments. 

Several  commenters  complained  of 
the  inconvenience  of  having  to  go  to  a 
specific  location  to  report  their  arrival. 
They  believed  that  they  were  being 
discriminated  against  and  that  drug 
smugglers  still  were  not  going  to  report 
under  the  new  system.  We  do  not  agree 
with  the  claim  of  discrimination.  We 
note  that  prior  to  the  new  reporting 
requirements,  private  vessels  had  up  to 
24  hours  to  report  their  arrival.  This 
created  a  large  loophole  in  our 
interdiction  efforts  in  that  vessels 
involved  in  smuggling  could  off-load 
their  contraband  at  a  remote  location 
and  then  report  to  Customs.  With 
immediate  reporting,  private  vessels  are 
channeled  into  specific  locations  where 
they  will  report  and  possibly  be  subject 
to  inspection.  Customs,  the  Coast  Guard, 
and  State  and  local  marine  imtis  will  be 
in  a  better  position  to  more  quickly 
distinguish  suspect  and  non-suspect 
vessels.  This  more  efficient  targeting  of 
suspect  vessels  will  result  in  more 
efficient  use  of  limited  marine  law 
enforcement  resources  which  otherwise 
may  be  wasted  on  launches  and 
boardings  of  no-suspect  vessels. 

One  commenter  stated  that  boaters 
should  be  permitted  to  utilize  VHF  radio 
aboard  boats  to  report  arrival.  Customs 
disagrees  with  this  proposal.  We  believe 
that  such  reporting  scheme  would 
recreate  the  situation  that  existed  before 
the  Anti-Drug  Abuse  Act  of  1986  was 
enacted.  Since  section  433,  Tariff  Act  of 
1930,  as  amended  by  the  Anti-Drug 
Abuse  Act  of  1986,  requires  an 
immediate  report  of  arrival,  and  report 
by  radio  transmission  can  be  made  from 
an  unfixed  location  at  any  time. 

Customs  would  be  unable  to  confirm 
that  the  statutory  requirement  had  been 
met. 
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After  consideration  of  all  the 
comments  received,  and  following 
further  review  of  the  matter,  it  has  been 
determined  to  adopt  the  interim 
regulations  as  published. 

Executive  Order  12291 

Because  this  document  does  not  meet 
the  criteria  for  a  “major  rule”  as  deHned 
in  E.0. 12291,  a  regulatory  impact 
analysis  was  not  prepared. 

Regulatory  Flexibility  Act 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Regulatory  Flexibility  Act  (5  U.S.C.  601 
et  seq.)  it  is  certibed  that  the 
amen^ent  will  not  have  a  significant 
economic  impact  on  a  substantial 
number  of  small  entities.  Accordingly,  it 
is  not  subject  to  the  regulatory  analysis 
or  other  requirements  of  5  U.S.C.  603 
and  604. 

Drafting  Information 

The  principal  author  of  this  document 
was  Arnold  L.  Sarasky,  Regulations  and 
Disclosure  Law  Branch,  U.S.  Customs 
Service.  However,  personnel  from  other 
offices  participated  in  its  development. 

List  of  Subjects  in  19  CFR  Part  4 

Cargo  vessels,  Coastal  zone,  Customs 
duties  and  inspection.  Fishing  vessels. 
Freight,  Harbors,  Imports,  Maritime 
carriers.  Reporting  and  recordkeeping 
requirements.  Seamen,  Vessels  and 
yachts. 

Amendments  to  the  Regulations 

Part  4,  Customs  Regulations  (19  CFR 
Part  4),  is  amended  as  set  forth  below: 

PART  4— VESSELS  IN  FOREIGN  AND 
DOMESTIC  TRADE 

1.  The  general  authority  for  Part  4 
continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  5  U.S.C.  301, 19  U.S.C.  66. 1624, 
and  46  U.S.C.  3,  2103. 

2.  Section  4.2(a)  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows: 

§  4.2  Report  of  arrival  of  vessels. 

(a)  The  report  of  arrival  required  by 
section  433,  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  as 
amended  (19  U.S.C.  1433),  or  as 
supplemented  in  local  instruction  by  the 
district  director  and  made  available  to 
interested  parties  by  posting  in  Customs 
offices,  publication  in  a  newspaper  of 
general  circulation,  and  other 
appropriate  means,  shall  be  made  by 
any  means  of  communication  to  the 
district  director  or  to  a  Customs  officer 
assigned  to  board  a  vessel.  The  Customs 
officer  may  require  the  production  of 
any  documents  or  papers  deemed 
necessary  for  the  proper  inspection/ 


examination  of  a  vessel,  cargo, 
passengers,  or  crew. 

***** 

3.  Part  4  is  amended  by  revising  §  4.2a 
to  read  as  follows: 

§  4.2a  Small  vessel  reporting  of  arrival, 
Miami  District 

(a)  Scope.  This  section  impose® 
special  requirements  for  the  report  of 
arrival  from  any  foreign  port  or  place  by 
small  vessels  whose  intended 
destination  is  at  a  point  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Miami,  Florida, 
Customs  District,  as  defined  in  §  101.3(b) 
of  this  chapter.  The  operators  of  vessels 
will  be  required  to  immediately  report 
their  arrival  in  the  U.S.,  as  prescribed  by 
§  4.2(a)  of  this  chapter,  or  as 
supplemented  in  local  instruction  issued 
by  the  district  director  and  made 
available  to  interested  parties  by 
posting  in  Customs  offices,  publication 
in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation 
within  the  Miami  District,  and  other 
appropriate  means,  by  proceeding  to 
locations  designated  by  the  District 
Director  of  Customs,  Miami,  Florida, 
prior  to  proceeding  to  their  destination. 
The  report  will  be  made  through  a 
clearly  marked  Customs  telephone. 

After  securing  some  information  fi'om 
the  person  reporting,  the  Customs  officer 
responding  to  the  report  of  arrival  will 
instruct  the  vessel  operator  that  the 
vessel  may  proceed  or  that  further 
action,  which  may  include  inspection  at 
another  location,  is  required. 

(b)  Definitions.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  section: 

(1)  “Foreign  port  or  place”  includes  a 
hovering  vessels  as  defined  in  section 
401(k)),  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  as  amended 
(19  U.S.C.  1401(k)),  and  any  point  in  the 
Customs  waters  beyond  the  territorial 
sea  or  on  the  high  seas  at  which  a  vessel 
arriving  in  a  port  or  place  in  the  U.S.  has 
received  merchandise. 

(2)  “Small  vesseP'  includes  any  vessel 
of  less  than  5  net  tons,  and  any  private 
pleasure  vessel,  regardless  of 
displacement. 

(3)  “Arrival  of  a  vesseP'  occurs  when 
a  small  vessel  comes  to  rest  within  the 
waters  of  the  Miami  District,  whether  at 
anchor  or  at  a  dock,  in  any  harbor  or 
other  location. 

(c)  Vessels  entering  the  southern  and 
western  portion  of  the  Miami  District. 
The  operators  of  vessels  arriving  from  a 
foreign  port  or  place  with  an  intended 
destination  at  a  point  south  of  the 
entrance  to  Biscayne  Bay  known  as 
Broad  Creek,  which  is  north  of  Key 
Largo  between  Swan  Key  and  Broad 
Key  or  that  portion  of  the  west  coast  of 
the  State  of  Florida  within  the  Miami 
Customs  District,  as  described  in 

§  101.3(b),  of  this  chapter,  shall 


immediately  report  their  arrival  by  the 
use  of  special  clearly  marked  Customs 
telephones  provided  for  that  purpose,  at 
the  Customs  designated  location  in  the 
Florida  Keys  nearest  to  their  intended 
destination  point,  before  proceeding  to 
the  destination  point. 

(d)  Vessels  entering  the  northern 
portion  of  the  Miami  District.  The 
operators  of  vessels  arriving  from  a 
foreign  port  or  place  with  an  intended 
destination  at  or  north  of  the  entrance  to 
Biscayne  Bay  known  as  Broad  Creek, 
which  is  north  of  Key  Largo  and 
between  Swan  Key  and  Broad  Key,  shall 
immediately  report  their  arrival  by  the 
use  of  special  clearly  marked  Customs 
telephones  provided  for  that  purpose,  at 
the  Customs  designated  location  nearest 
to  point  at  which  the  Biscayne  Bay  may 
be  first  entered  or  the  intracoastal 
waterway  is  first  entered  through  a 
“cut”,  “channel”  or  “inlet”,  before 
proceeding  to  their  destination  point. 
This  provision  shall  apply  to  vessels 
whose  intended  destination  is  on  the 
Florida  mainland  or  the  barrier  islands 
east  of  the  intracoastal  waterway. 

(e)  Penalties — (1)  Civil  Penalty.  The 
master  or  person  in  charge  of  any  vessel 
who  fails  to  report  arrival  as  required 
under  this  section  is  liable  for  a  civil 
penalty  of  $5,000  for  the  first  violation, 
and  $10,000  for  each  subsequent 
violation.  Any  vessel  used  in  connection 
with  any  such  violation  is  subject  to 
seizure  and  forfeiture. 

(2)  Criminal  penalty.  In  addition  to 
the  civil  penalty  prescribed  for  violation 
of  this  section,  the  master  or  person  in 
charge  who  intentionally  fails  to  report 
arrival  as  required  by  this  section  is 
liable,  upon  conviction,  for  a  fine  of  not 
more  than  $2,000  or  imprisonment  for  1 
year,  or  both.  If  the  vessel  is  found  to 
have  or  to  have  had  on  board  any 
merchandise  the  importation  of  which  is 
prohibited,  such  individual  is  liable  for 
an  additional  fine  of  not  more  than 
$10,000  or  imprisonment  for  not  more 
than  5  years,  or  both. 

(3)  Additional  civil  penalty.  If  any 
merchandise,  other  than  sea  stores,  is 
imported  or  brought  into  the  U.S.  aboard 
a  vessel  which  has  failed  to  report 
arrival  as  prescribed  by  this  section,  the 
master  or  person  in  charge  shall  be 
liable  for  a  civil  penalty  equal  to  the 
value  of  the  merchandise,  and  the 
merchandise  may  be  seized  and 
forfeited,  unless  properly  entered  by  the 
importer  or  consignee.  If  any  of  the 
merchandise  consists  of  a  controlled 
substance  listed  in  section  584,  Tarifi 
Act  of  1930,  as  amended  (19  U.S.C. 
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1584),  the  penalties  prescribed  in  that 
section  shall  apply. 

William  von  Raab, 

Commissioaer  of  Customs. 

Approved:  October  7, 1968. 

Salvatore  R.  Martocbe, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

[FR  Doa  86-26365  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNO  CODE  4820-02-« 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND 
URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Housing— Federal  Housing 
Commissioner 

24  CFR  Part  235 

[Docket  No.  R-88-1429:  FR-2590] 

Mortgage  Insurance;  Changes  in 
Interest  Rates 

agency:  Office  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Housing — ^Federal  Housing 
Commissioner,  HUD. 
action:  Final  rule. 

summary:  This  change  in  the 
regulations  decreases  the  maximum 
allowable  interest  rate  on  section  235 
(Homeownership  for  Lower  Income 
Families)  insured  loans.  This  Hnal  rule  is 
intended  to  bring  the  maximum 
permissible  financing  charges  for  this 
program  into  line  with  competitive 
market  rates. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  November  1, 1988. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

John  N.  Dickie,  Chief  Mortgage  and 
Capital  Market  Analysis  Branch,  Office 
of  Financial  Management,  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  451 
Seventh  Street  SW..  Washington,  DC 
20410.  Telephone  (202)  755-7270.  (This  is 
not  a  toll-free  number.) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
following  amendments  to  24  CFR 
Chapter  II  have  been  made  to  decrease 
the  maximum  interest  rate  which  may 
be  charged  on  loans  insured  by  this 
Department  under  section  235  of  the 
National  Housing  Act  The  maximum 
interest  rate  on  the  HUD/FHA  Section 
235  insurance  programs  has  been 
lowered  from  10.50  percent  to  10.00 
percent. 

Until  recently,  HUD  regulated  interest 
rates  not  only  for  the  Section  235 
Program,  but  also  for  fire  safety 
equipment  loans  insured  under  section 
232  of  the  National  Housing  Act. 
However,  section  429(e)(2)  of  the 
Housing  and  Community  Development 
Act  of  1987  (Pub.  L  100-242,  approved 
Febniary  5, 1988)  amended  the  National 
Housing  Act  to  provide  that  interest  on 


Hre  safety  equipment  loans  under 
section  232(i)  of  the  Act  will  be  “at  such 
rate  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the 
mortgagor  and  the  mortgagee.” 
Accordingly,  these  loans,  like  most  other 
National  Housing  Act-authorized  loans, 
now  have  their  interest  rates  determined 
by  negotiation.  Accordingly,  this 
annnoimcement  of  a  change  in  interest 
rate  ceilings  for  FHA-insured  mortgages 
is  limited  to  the  Section  235  Program. 

The  Secretary  has  determined  that 
this  change  is  immediately  necessary  to 
meet  the  needs  of  the  market  and  to 
prevent  speculation  in  anticipation  of  a 
change. 

As  a  matter  of  policy,  the  Department 
submits  most  of  its  rulemaking  to  public 
comment,  either  before  or  after 
effectiveness  of  the  action.  In  this 
instance,  however,  the  Secretary  has 
determined  that  advance  notice  and 
public  comment  procedures  are 
unnecessary  and  that  good  cause  exists 
fcH*  making  this  final  rule  effective 
immediately.  HUD  regulations  published 
at  47  FR  56266  (1982),  amendii^  24  CFR 
Part  50,  which  implement  section 
102(2)(C]  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  of  1969,  contain  categorical 
exclusions  from  their  requirements  for 
the  actions,  activities  and  programs 
specified  in  §  50.20.  Since  the 
amendments  made  by  this  rule  fall 
within  the  categorical  exclusions  set 
forth  in  paragraph  (i)  of  §  50.20,  the 
preparation  of  an  Enviroiunental  Impact 
Statement  or  Finding  of  No  Significant 
Impact  is  not  required  for  this  rule.  This 
rule  does  not  constitute  a  “major  rule” 
as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  1(b)  of 
Executive  Order  12291  on  Federal 
Regulation  issued  on  February  17, 1981. 
Analysis  of  the  rule  indicates  that  it 
does  not  (1)  have  an  annual  effect  on  the 
economy  of  $100  million  or  more;  (2) 
cause  a  major  increase  in  costs  or  prices 
for  consumers,  individual  industries. 
Federal,  State  or  local  governmental 
agencies,  or  geographic  regions;  or  (3) 
have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on 
competition,  employment,  investment, 
productivity,  innovation,  or  on  the 
ability  of  United  States-based 
enterprises  to  compete  with  foreign- 
based  enterprises  in  domestic  or  export 
markets.  In  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  5  U.S.C.  605(b)  (the 
Regulatory  Flexibility  Act),  the 
undersigned  hereby  certifies  that  this 
rule  does  not  have  a  significant 
economic  impact  on  a  substantial 
number  of  small  entities.  The  rule 
provides  for  a  small  increase  in  the 
mortgage  interest  rate  in  programs  of 
limited  applicability,  and  thus  of 
minimal  effect  on  small  entities.  This 
rule  was  not  listed  in  the  Department’s 
Semiannual  Agenda  of  Regulations 


published  on  October  24, 1988  (53  FR 
41974)  pursuant  to  Executive  Order 
12291  and  the  Regulatory  Flexibility  Act. 
The  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic 
Assistance  program  numbers  are  14.108, 
14.117,  and  14.120. 

List  of  Subjects  in  24  CFR  Part  235 

Condominiums,  Cooperatives,  Low 
and  moderate  income  housing.  Mortgage 
insurance,  Homeownership,  Grant 
programs;  housing  and  community 
development. 

Accordingly,  the  Department  amends 
24  CFR  Part  235  as  follows; 

PART  235— MORTGAGE  INSURANCE 
AND  ASSISTANCE  PAYMENTS  FOR 
HOME  OWNERSHIP  AND  PROJECT 
REHABILITATION 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  24  CFR 
Part  235  continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  Sections  211,  235,  National 
Housing  Act  (12  U.S.C.  1715b,  1715z);  Section 
7(d),  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act,  (42  U.S.C.  3535(d)]. 

2.  In  §  235.9,  paragraph  (a)  is  revised 
to  read  as  follows: 

§  235.9  Maximum  Interest  rate. 

(a)  The  mortgage  shall  bear  interest  at 
the  rate  agreed  upon  by  the  mortgagee 
and  the  mortgagor,  which  rate  shall  not 
exceed  10.00  percent  per  annum,  except 
that  where  an  application  for 
commitment  was  received  by  the 
Secretary  before  November  1, 1988,  the 
loan  may  bear  interest  at  the  maximum 
rate  in  effect  at  the  time  of  application. 
***** 

3.  In  §  235.540,  paragraph  (a)  is  revised 
to  read  as  follows: 

§  235.540  Maximum  Interest  rate. 

(a)  On  or  after  November  1, 1988,  the 
loan  shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate 
agreed  upon  by  the  lender  and  the 
borrower,  which  rate  shall  not  exceed 
10.00  percent  per  annum,  with  the 
exception  of  applications  submitted 
pursuant  to  feasibility  letters,  or 
outstanding  conditional  or  firm 
commitments,  issued  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  the  new  rate.  In  these 
instances,  applications  will  be 
processed  at  a  rate  not  exceeding  the 
applicable  previous  maximum  rates,  if 
the  higher  rate  w'as  previously  agreed 
upon  by  the  parties.  Notwithstanding 
these  exceptions,  the  application  w’ll  be 
processed  at  the  new  lower  rate  if 
requested  by  the  mortgagee. 
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Date:  October  31, 1988. 

James  E.  Schoenberger, 

General  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Housing-Federal  Housing  Commissioner. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26433  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNQ  CODE  4210-27-M 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40  CFR  Part  180 

[PP  8E3597/R991;  FRL-3477-4] 

Pesticide  Tolerance  for  2-[1* 
(Ethoxyimino)Butyl>5H2* 
(Ethylthio)Propyl]*3>Hydroxy-2« 
Cyclohexene*1'One 

AQENCV:  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA). 
action:  Final  rule. 

summary:  This  rule  establishes  a 
tolerance  for  the  combined  residues  of 
the  herbicide  2-[l-(ethoxyimino)-butyl]- 
5-[2-(ethylthio)propyl]-3-hydroxy-2- 
cyclohexene-l-one  and  its  metabolites 
in  or  on  the  raw  agricultural  commodity 
lentils.  The  Interregional  Research 
Project  No.  4  (IR-4]  petitioned  for  this 
tolerance. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  November  16. 1988. 
ADDRESS:  Written  objections,  identiHed 
by  the  document  control  number,  [PP 
8E3597/R991],  may  be  submitted  to: 
Hearing  Clerk  (A-110),  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  Rm.  3708, 401  M  St, 
SW.,  Washington,  DC  20460. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

By  mail:  Hoyt  Jamerson,  Emergency 
Response  and  Minor  Use  Section  (TS- 
767C),  Registration  Division  (TS-767C), 

*  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  401  M 
SU  SW.,  Washington,  DC  20460.  Office 
location  and  telephone  number.  Rm.  716, 
CM  #2, 1921  Jefferson  Davis  Highway, 
Arlington,  VA  22202,  (703)-557-2310. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  EPA 
issued  a  proposed  rule,  pubUshed  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  September  28, 1988 
(53  FR  37801),  in  which  it  was 
announced  that  the  Interregional 
Research  Project  No.  4  (IR-4],  New 
Jersey  Agricultural  Experiment  Station, 
P.O.  Box  231,  Rutgers  University,  New 
Brunswick,  NJ  08903,  had  submitted 
pesticide  petition  8E3597  to  EPA  on 
behalf  of  Dr.  Robert  H.  Kupelian, 
National  Director,  IR-4  Project,  and  the 
Agricultural  Experiment  Stations  of 
Idaho  and  Washington. 

The  petition  requested  that  the 
Administrator,  pursuant  to  section 
408(e)  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and 
Cosmetic  Act.  propose  the 
establishment  of  a  tolerance  for  the 
combined  residues  of  the  herbicide  2-[l- 


(ethoxyimino)butyl]-5-[2- 
(ethylthio)propyl]-3-hydroxy-2- 
cyclohexene-l-one  and  its  metabolites 
containing  the  2-cyclohexene-l-one 
moiety  (calculated  as  the  herbicide)  in 
or  on  the  raw  agricultural  commodity 
lentils  at  30.0  parts  per  million  (ppm). 

There  were  no  comments  or  requests 
for  referral  to  an  advisory  committee 
received  in  response  to  the  proposed 
rule. 

The  data  submitted  in  the  petition  and 
all  other  relevant  material  have  been 
evaluated  and  discussed  in  the  proposed 
rule.  Based  on  the  data  and  information 
considered,  the  Agency  concludes  that 
the  tolerance  will  protect  the  public 
health.  Therefore,  the  tolerance  is 
established  as  set  forth  below. 

Any  person  adversely  affected  by  this 
regulation  may,  within  30  days  after 
publication  of  ^s  document  in  the 
Federal  Register,  file  written  objections 
with  the  Hearing  Clerk,  at  the  address 
given  above.  Such  objections  should 
specify  the  provisions  of  the  regulation 
deemed  objectionable  and  the  grounds 
for  the  objections.  A  hearing  will  be 
granted  if  the  objections  are  supported 
by  grounds  legally  sufficient  to  justify 
the  relief  sought. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
has  exempted  this  rule  fi'om  the 
requirements  of  section  3  of  Executive 
Order  12291. 

Pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  the 
Regulatory  Flexibility  Act  (Pub.  L  96- 
354,  94  Stat.  1164,  5  U.S.C.  601-612),  the 
Administrator  has  determined  that 
regulations  establishing  new  tolerances 
or  raising  tolerance  levels  or 
establishing  exemptions  fix)m  tolerance 
requirements  do  not  have  a  significant 
economic  impact  on  a  substantial 
number  of  small  entities.  A  certification 
statement  to  this  effect  was  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  of  May  4, 1981  (46 
FR  24950). 

List  of  Subjects  in  46  CFR  Part  180 

Administrative  practice  and 
procedure.  Agricultural  commodities. 
Pesticides  and  pests.  Reporting  and 
recordkeeping  requirements. 

Dated:  November  4, 1988. 

Douglas  D.  CampL 

Director,  Office  of  Pesticide  Programs. 

Therefore,  40  CFR  Part  180  is 
amended  as  follows: 

PART  180— [AMENDED] 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  Part  180 
continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  21  U.S.C.  346a. 

2.  Section  180.412(a)  is  amended  by 
adding  and  alphabetically  inserting  Ae 
Usting  for  the  raw  agricultural 
commodity  lentils,  to  read  as  follows: 


S  180.412  2-(1-<Ethoxyimino)buty0hM2- 
(ethylthio)pr<^yl)'3-hydroxy>2« 
cyclotiexene<1-one;  tolerances  for 
residues. 

(a)  •  *  * 


ConvTKxMies 

Parts  per 
mtlNon 

•  •  • 

Lentils . . . . 

•  •  • 

• 

• 

30.0 

• 

[FR  Doc.  88-26423  Filed  11-15-88;  8;4S  am] 

BHJJNQ  CODE  Wea-SO-M 

FEDERAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

47  CFR  Part  73 

[MM  Docket  No.  87-407;  RM-5608  and  RM- 
5925] 

Radio  Broadcasting  Services; 
Mandeville  and  La^mbe,  LA  and  Long 
Beach,  MS 

agency:  Federal  Communications 
Commission. 

ACTION:  Final  rule. 

summary:  This  document  denies  a 
proposal  to  allot  Channel  234A  to 
Mandeville,  Louisiana  due  to 
noncompliance  with  the  principal  city 
coverage  requirement  of  S  73.315  of  die 
Commission’s  Rules.  The  conflicting 
proposal  to  allot  Channel  234A  to 
Lacombe,  Louisiana  is  granted.  The 
document  also  denies  a  counterproposal 
by  William  Seiler  for  Channel  235A  for 
Mandeville  as  well  as  a  petition  for 
reconsideration  filed  by  William  Seiler 
directed  against  an  earlier  action 
returning  his  petition  for  rule  making  for 
Channel  235A  at  Mandeville.  These 
latter  two  actions  are  premised  on  the 
fact  that  a  Channel  235A  allotment  at 
Mandeville  would  require  a  substitution 
of  Channel  235A  at  Reserve,  Louisiana, 
which  was  alloted  in  MM  Docket  No. 
84-231.  Finally,  this  document  dismisses 
counterproposals  filed  by  John  Watkins 
and  Beach  Broadcasting  Limited 
Partnership  for  the  upgrade  of  the 
Channel  233A  allotment  at  Long  Beach, 
Mississippi,  because  there  are  merely 
pending  applications  for  the  Long  Beach 
allotment  and  the  upgrade  procedure  is 
only  available  to  permittees  or 
licensees.  With  this  action,  this 
proceeding  is  terminated. 

DATES:  Effective  December  22, 1988.  The 
window  period  for  filing  applications  on 
Channel  234A  at  Lacombe,  Louisiana 
will  open  on  December  23, 1988,  and 
close  on  January  23, 1989. 
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FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Robert  Hayne,  Mass  Media  Bvireau, 

(202)  634-6530. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This  is  a 
summary  of  the  Commission’s  Report 
and  Order,  MM  Docket  No.  87-407, 
adopted  October  18, 1988,  and  released 
November  11, 1988.  The  full  text  of  this 
Commission  decision  is  available  for 
inspection  and  copying  during  normal 
business  hours  in  the  FCC  Dockets 
Branch  (Room  230),  1919  M  Street,  NW, 
Washington,  DC.  iiie  complete  text  of 
this  decision  may  also  be  purchased 
from  the  Commission’s  copy  ccmtractors. 
International  Transcription  Service, 

(202)  857-3800,  2100  M  Street,  NW.,  Suite 
140,  Washington,  DC  20037. 

List  of  Subjects  in  47  CFR  Part  73 
Radio  broadcasting. 

PART  73— [AMENDED] 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  Part  73 
continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  47  U.S.C.  154, 303. 

§73.202  [Amended] 

Z.  Section  73.202(b),  the  Table  of  FM 
Allotments,  is  amended  under  Louisiana 
by  adding  Lacombe,  Channel  234A. 
Federal  Communications  Commission. 

Bradley  P.  Holmes, 

Chief,  Policy  and  Rules  Division,  Mass  Media 
Bureau. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26464  Tiled  11-15-68;  8:45,am] 
BILUMG  CODE  67ia-01-M 

47  CFR  Part  73 

(MM  Docket  No.  87-475;  RM-S905;  RM- 
«20tJ 

Radio  Broadcasting  Services;  Broken 
Arrow  and  Bixby,  OK  and  CoffeyviHe, 
KS 

agency:  Federal  Communications 

Commission. 

action:  Final  rule. 

summary:  The  Commission,  at  the 
request  of  KCMA,  Inc.,  substitutes 
Channel  221C2  for  Channel  221A  at 
Broken  Arrow,  OK,  and  modifies  its 
license  for  Station  KCMA(FM)  to  specify 
operation  on  the  higher  powered 
channel,  and  substitutes  Channel  255A 
for  Channel  221A  at  CoffeyviHe,  Keinsas, 
and  modifies  the  license  of  Midwest 
Broadcasting  Co.  for  Station  KQQF(FM) 
to  specify  the  new  CoffeyviHe  channel. 
The  Commission  found  that  the 
allotment  of  Channel  221 C2  to  Broken 
Arrow  could  provide  increased  FM 
service  to  the  area  while  not 
significantly  impacting  nonoommercial 
educational  services  in  the  area.  It  also 
found  that  Midwest  Broadasting  Co.  had 
not  presented  a  substantial  and  material 
question  of  fact  which  would  warrant  a 
hearing  on  the  modification  of  Station 


KQQF(FM)’8  license.  In  addition,  tiie 
Commission  denied  the  counterproposal 
of  Midwest  Broadcasting  Co.  to 
substitute  Channel  287C2  for  Channel 
221A  at  Broken  Arrow  and  substitute 
Channel  221A  for  Channel  287A  at 
Bixby,  Oklahoma.  Channel  221C2  can  be 
allotted  to  Broken  Arrow  in  compliance 
with  the  Commission's  minimum 
distance  separation  requirements  with  a 
site  restriction  of  19.7  kilometers  (12.4 
miles)  west  to  avoid  a  short-spacing  to 
Station  KKEG,  Channel  221A, 
Fayetteville,  Arkansas.  The  coordinates 
for  this  allotment  are  NcNrth  Latitude  36- 
03-37  and  West  Longitude  96-00-57. 
Channel  255A  can  be  allotted  to 
CoffeyviHe  in  compliance  with  the 
Commission’s  minimum  distance 
separation  requirements  and  can  be 
us^  at  Station  KQQF(FM)’s  present 
transmitter  site.  Ihe  coordinates  for  this 
allotment  are  North  Latitude  37-06-28 
and  West  Longitude  96-43-22.  With  this 
action,  this  proceeding  is  terminated. 
EFFECTIVE  DATE:  December  22, 1988. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATKMI  CONTACT: 
Leslie  K.  Shapiro,  Mass  Media  Bureau, 
(202)  634-6530. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This  is  a 
summary  of  the  Commission’s  Report 
and  Order,  MM  Docket  No.  87-475, 
adopted  October  11, 1988,  and  released 
November  9. 1988.  The  full  text  of  this 
Commission  decision  is  available  for 
inspection  and  copying  during  normal 
business  hours  in  tte  FCC  Dockets 
Branch  (Room  230),  1919  M  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  DC.  ’The  complete  text  of 
this  decision  may  also  be  purchased 
from  the  Commission’s  cc^y  contractor. 
International  Transcription  Service  (202) 
857-3600,  2100  M  Street  NW.,  Suite  140, 
Washington,  DC  210037. 

List  of  Subjects  in  47  CFR  Part  73 

Radio  broadcasting. 

PART  73— [AMENDED] 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  Part  73 
continues  to  read  as  foHows: 

Authority:  47  U.S.C.  154,  303. 

§73.202  [Amended] 

2.  Section  73.202(b).  the  FM  Table  of 
Allotments  is  amended  by  revising  the 
entry  for  CoffeyviHe,  Kansas,  by  deleting 
Channel  221A  and  adding  Channel  255A, 
and  by  revising  the  entry  for  Broken 
Arrow,  Oklahoma,  by  deleting  Channel 
221A  and  adding  Chaiuiel  221C2. 

Federal  Comnumications  Commission. 

Steve  Kaminer, 

Deputy  Chief,  Policy  and  Rules  Division, 
Mass  Media  Bureau. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26463  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNG  CODE  6712-01-11 


47  CFR  Part  73 

IMM  Docket  No.  87-545;  RM-6046,  RM- 
6256,  RM-6257] 

Radio  Broadcasting  Services; 
Hereford  and  Littlefield,  TX  and 
Texico,  NM 

AGENCY:  Federal  Communications 
Commission. 

action:  Final  rule. 


SUMMARY:  This  document  allots  Channel 
278C2  to  Hereford,  Texas,  Channel  238A 
to  Littlefield.  Texas,  and  Channel  243A 
to  Texico,  New  Mexico,  at  the  request 
Don  Werlinger,  d/b/a  The  Broadcast 
Development  Group,  Inc.,  James  E. 
Tucker  and  Paul  Abaloa,  respectively. 
The  communities  of  Littlefield  and 
Texico  could  receive  a  first  local  FM 
service  and  Hereford  could  be  provided 
with  its  second  local  FM  service.  The 
allotments  can  be  made  consistent  with 
the  Commission’s  miniimim  distance 
separation  requirements  at  the  city 
reference  oooidinates  whkh  are  34-49- 
18;  102-23-54  (Hereford,  TXJ.  33-S5-12; 

102- 19-54  (Littlefield.  TX):  and  34-23-30; 

103- 02-48  (Texico,  NM).  With  tiiis 
action,  this  proceeding  is  terminated. 

dates:  Effective  December  22, 1988;  The 
window  period  for  filing  applications 
will  open  on  December  23, 1988,  and 
close  on  January  23, 1989. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATIOM  CONTACT: 

Patricia  Rawlings,  (202)  634-6530. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This  is  a 
summary  of  the  Commission’s  R^ort 
and  OrdCT,  MM  Docket  No.  67-545, 
adopted  October  14, 1988,  and  released 
November  8, 1988.  The  full  text  of  this 
Commission  decision  is  available  for 
inspection  and  copying  during  normal 
business  hours  in  the  FCC  Dockets 
Branch  (Room  230),  1919  M  Street  NW., 
Washington,  DC.  'The  complete  text  of 
this  decision  may  also  be  purchased 
from  the  Commission’s  copy  oontractors, 
International  Transcription  Serx'ice, 

(202)  857-3800,  2100  M  Street  NW.,  Suite 
140,  Washington,  DC  20037. 

List  of  Subjects  in  47  CFR  Part  73 

Radio  broadcasting. 

PART  73— [AMENDED] 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  Part  73 
continues  to  read  as  foHows: 

AuUiority:  47  U£.C.  154, 303. 

§73.202  [Amended] 

2.  Section  73.202(b],  the  Table  of  FM 
Allotments  is  amended,  by  adding 
Channel  278C2  at  Hereford,  Texas;  by 
adding  Littlefield,  Texas,  Channel  238A; 
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and  by  adding  Texico,  New  Mexico, 
Chan^  243A. 

Steve  Kamiaet, 

Deputy  €lbisf.  Policy  eaad  Rules  Division, 
Mass  Media  Bureau. 

IFR  Doc.  8&-26462  Filed  11-lS^  «45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  «7U-Ot.«l 


47  CFR  Part  73 

[MM  Docket  No.  87-443;  RM-5968,  RM- 
6208] 

Radio  Broadcasting  Services;  Oishman 
and  Spokane,  WA 

agency:  Federal  Communications 
Commission. 

ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  document  allots  Channel 
293A  to  Dishman,  Washington,  as  that 
community’s  first  FM  service,  at  the 
request  of  Dishman  Broadcasting.  Also 
based  on  expressions  of  interest  by  P- 
N-P  Broadcasting,  Inc.,  and  AliMar 
Communications,  Inc.,  licensee  of  AM 
Station  KRSS  at  Spokane,  Washington, 
this  document  allots  Channels  245A  and 
284A  to  Spokane,  providing  that 
community  with  its  ninth  and  tenth  local 
FM  service.  Channel  293A  at  Dishman 
requires  a  site  restriction  of  0.9 
kilometer  (0.6  mile)  south  of  the  city  at 
coordinates  47-38-55  and  117-16-59. 
Channel  284A  at  Spokane  requires  a  site 
restriction  of  4.7  kilometers  (2.9  miles] 
southwest  of  the  city  at  coordinates  47- 
39-15  and  117-27-44.  The  reference 
coordinates  at  47-40-18  and  117-24-18 
can  be  used  for  Channel  245A  at 
Spokane.  In  addition,  the  Canadian 
government  has  concurred.  With  this 
action,  this  proceeding  is  terminated. 
DATES:  Effective  December  22, 1988;  The 
window  period  for  filing  applications 
will  open  on  December  23, 1988,  and 
close  on  January  23, 1989. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Patricia  Rawlings,  (202)  634-6530. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This  is  a 
summary  of  the  Commission's  Report 
and  Order,  MM  Docket  No.  87-443, 
adopted  October  13, 1988,  and  released 
November  8, 1988.  The  full  text  of  this 
Commission  decision  is  available  for 
inspection  and  copying  during  normal 
business  hours  in  the  FCC  Dockets 
Branch  (Room  230),  1919  M  Street  NW., 
Washington,  DC.  TThe  complete  text  of 
this  decision  may  also  be  purchased 
from  the  Commission’s  copy  contractors. 
International  Transcription  Service, 

(202)  857-3800,  2100  M  Street  NW.,  Suite 
140,  Washington,  DC  20037. 

List  of  Subjects  in  47  CFR  Part  73 
Radio  broadcasting. 


PART  73-(AMENOEO] 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  Part  73 
continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Avlhgrity:  47  U.&C.  1S4. 883. 

§  73.202  [Amended] 

2.  Section  73.202(b),  the  Table  of  FM 
Allotments  is  amended,  under 
Washington,  by  adding  Dishman, 
Channel  293A  and  by  adxiing  Channels 
245A  and  284A  at  Spokane. 

Steve  Kaminer, 

Deputy  Chief,  Policy  and  Rules  Division, 
Mass  Media  Bureau. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26461  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  6712-01-M 


Radio  Broadcasting  Services; 

Staunton,  VA 

AGENCY:  Federal  Communications 
Commission. 

ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  document  substitutes 
Channel  232B1  for  Channel  232A  at 
Staunton,  Virginia,  and  modihes  the 
permit  of  Station  WTON-FM  to  specify 
operation  on  the  higher  class  co¬ 
channel,  as  requested  by  Ogden 
Broadcasting  of  Virginia,  Inc.  Staunton 
could  receive  its  second  wide  coverage 
area  FM  service.  A  site  restriction  of 
13.4  kilometers  (8.3  miles)  is  required  at 
coordinates  38-04-00  and  79-11-00.  The 
upgrade  must  comply  with  §  73.1030(a) 
of  the  Commission’s  Rules.  With  this 
action,  this  proceeding  is  terminated. 
EFFECTIVE  DATE:  December  22, 1988. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Patricia  Rawlings,  (202)  634-6530. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This  is  a 
summary  of  the  Commission’s  Report 
and  Order,  MM  Docket  No.  88-167, 
adopted  October  12, 1988,  and  released 
November  8, 1988.  The  full  text  of  this 
Commission  decision  is  available  for 
inspection  and  copying  during  normal 
business  hours  in  the  FCC  Dockets 
Branch  (Room  230),  1919  M  Street,  NW, 
Washington,  DC.  The  complete  text  of 
this  decision  may  also  be  purchased 
from  the  Commission’s  copy  contractors. 
International  transcription  Service,  (202) 
857-3800,  2100  M  Street,  NW.,  Suite  140, 
Washington,  DC  20037. 

List  of  Subjects  in  47  CFR  Part  73 
Radio  Broadcasting. 

PART  73— [AMENDED] 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  Part  73 
continues  to  read  as  follows: 


AMiharity:  47  U.S.C.  154,  303. 

§73.202  lAmanded] 

2.  Section  73.202(b),  the  Table  of  FM 
Allotments  is  amended,  under  Virginia, 
by  removing  Channd  232A  and  adding 
Channel  232B1  at  Staunton. 

Steve  Kaminer, 

Deputy  Chief.  Policy  and  Buies  Division. 
Mass  Media  Bureau. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26460  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am) 
BILUNG  CODE  6712-01-N 


INTERSTATE  COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

49  CFR  Part  1140 

[Ex  Part*  No.  402] 

Reasonably  Expected  Costs 

AGENCY:  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission. 

action:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  The  Commission  adopts  a 
technical  revision  to  its  Hnal  rules 
governing  the  computation  of 
reasonably  expected  costs  in  connection 
with  light  density  line  surcharges. 
Specifically,  the  revised  rules  would 
recognize  income  tax  liabilities,  if  any, 
in  the  determination  of  the  investment 
base  used  to  compute  the  return  on 
investment  component  of  reasonably 
expected  costs.  This  rule  change  is  being 
implemented  without  notice  and 
comment,  since  it  has  already  been 
approved  (but  never  implemented)  in 
Reasonably  Expected  Costs,  1 1.C.C.2d 
252  (1984)  (Ex  Parte  No.  402). 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  The  rules  are  effective 
December  16, 1988. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Ward  L.  Ginn,  Jr.,  (202)  275-7489,  [TDD 
for  hearing  impaired:  (202)  275-1721). 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 

revised  rules  are  set  forth  below. 

Additional  information  is  contained  in 
the  Commission’s  decision.  To  purchase 
a  copy  of  the  full  decision,  write  to,  call, 
or  pidcup  in  person  from:  Dynamic 
Concepts,  Inc.,  Room  2229,  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  Building, 
Washington,  DC  20423.  Telephone:  (202) 
289-4357/4359.  (Assistance  for  the 
hearing  impaired  is  available  through 
TDD  services  (202)  275-1721.) 

The  rule  modifications  will  not  have  a 
significant  economic  impact  on  a 
substantial  number  of  small  entities.  Nor 
will  this  action  significantly  affect  either 
the  quality  of  the  human  environment  or 
energy  conservation. 


47  CFR  Fart  73 

[MM  Docket  No.  88-167;  RM-6125] 
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List  of  Subjects  in  49  CFR  Part  1140 

Administrative  practice  and 
procedure.  Railroads,  Reporting  and 
recordkeeping  requirements,  Uniform 
system  of  accounts,  Abandonment  and 
discontinuances,  Investigations,  Public 
use  conditions,  Environmental 
protection.  National  trail  system, 
National  resources.  Recreation  and 
recreation  areas. 

Decided;  November  8, 1988. 

By  the  Commission.  Chairman  Cradison, 
Vice  Chairman  Andre,  Commissioners 
Simmons,  Lamboley,  and  Phillips. 

Noreta  R.  McGee, 

Secretary, 

Title  49,  Subtitle  B.  Chapter  X,  Part 
1140  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
is  amended  as  follows: 


PART  1140— REASONABLY 
EXPECTED  COSTS  UNDER  49  U.S.C. 
10705a 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  49  CFR 
Part  1140  is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  49  U.S.C.  10321, 11161, 11162, 
11163,  and  10705a;  and  5  U.S.C.  559. 

2.  Section  1140.2  is  amended  by 
revising  paragraph  (b](12)(i](D)  to  read 
as  follows: 

§  1 1 40.2  Reasonably  expected  costs. 
***** 

(b)  *  *  * 

(12)  *  *  * 

(i)  *  *  * 

(D)  The  amount  of  current  income  tax 
benehts  the  carrier  could  realize  were  it 
to  abandon  the  line  which  would  have 


been  applicable  to  the  period  of  the 
surcharge.  (Conversely,  if  the  railroad 
would  incur  an  income  tax  liability  from 
abandonment,  the  liability  should  be 
deducted  from  the  investment  base.)  An 
average  investment  base  value  for  the 
period  of  the  surcharge  shall  be 
computed  by  the  carrier  by  the  method 
of  its  choice,  provided  that  the  method 
employed  is  reasonable  and  rational. 
***** 

[FR  Doc.  88-26319  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNQ  CODE  703S-41-M 


Proposed  Rules 


Federal  Register 
Vol.  53.  No.  221 
Wednesday.  November  16.  1S88 


This  section  of  the  FEDERAL  REGISTER 
contains  notices  to  the  public  of  the 
proposed  issuance  of  rules  and 
regulations.  The  purpose  of  these  notices 
is  to  give  interested  persons  an 
opportunity  to  participate  in  the  rule 
making  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  final 
rules. 


COMMODITY  FUTURES  TRADING 
COMMISSION 

17  CFR  Part  1 

Rule  Aiaendments  Concerning  the 
Exchange  of  Futures  for  Cash 
Commodities  or  of  Futures  in 
Connection  With  Cash  Commodity 
Transactions 

agency:  Commodity  Futures  Trading 
Commission. 

action:  Proposed  rule  amendments. 

summary:  The  Commodity  Futures 
Trading  Commission  proposes  to  amend 
its  Regulation  1.35, 17  CFll  1.35,  to 
require  futures  commission  merchants 
(“FCMs”),  introducing  brokers  ("IBs”), 
and  other  contract  market  members  to 
obtain  from  their  customers,  and  their 
customers  to  create,  and  to  make 
available  upon  request  of  the 
Commission,  the  United  States 
Department  of  Justice,  or  a  contract 
markeL  documentation  of  cash 
transactions  underlying  exchanges  of 
futures  for  cash  comm^ities  or 
exchanges  of  futures  in  connection  with 
cash  commodity  transactions  and  to 
provide  that  documentation  to  the 
requesting  body.^  The  Commission  also 
proposes  to  amend  Regulation  1.35  to 
require  that  all  contract  markets  adopt, 
as  necessary,  corresponding  rules 
requiring  members  to  provide  such 
documentation  to  the  contract  markets, 
the  Commission,  or  the  United  States 
Department  of  Justice  upon  request. 
DATE:  Comments  on  the  proposed 
amendments  to  Regulation  1.35  must  be 
received  on  or  before  January  17, 1988. 
ADDRESS:  Comments  should  be  sent  to 
Jean  A.  Webb,  Secretary  of  the 
Commission,  Commodity  Futures 


‘  These  transactions  are  referred  to  in  section 
4c(a)  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act  ("Act").  7 
U.S.C.  6c(a)  and  Regulation  1.38(b),  17  CFR  1.38(b). 
as  exchanges  of  futures  for  cash  commodities  or 
exchanges  of  futures  in  connection  with  cash 
commo^ty  transactions,  but  are  more  commonly 
known  as  exchange  of  futures  for  physicals 
("EFPs"). 


commodities,  or  of  transfer  trades  or  ofike 
trades  if  made  in  accordance  with  board  of 
trade  rules  *  *  •  approved  by  the 
Commission. 


Trading  Commission,  2033  K  Street  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20581. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT. 
Patricia  C.  Apfelbaum,  Special  Counsel, 
or  Elizabeth  A.  Patterson,  Attorney- 
Advisor,  Division  of  Trading  and 
Markets,  Commodity  Futures  Trading 
Commission,  2033  K  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20561.  Telephone:  (202) 
254-8955. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

I.  Introduction 

The  legislative  history  of  section  4c(a} 
reveals  that  the  overall  purpose  of  that 
section  was  to  prohibit  certain  types  of 
noncompetitive  transactions  that  might 
facilitate  fraud  and  manipulation.  ‘  The 
EFP  exception  to  the  section  was  added 
to  preserve  “a  common  and  necessary 
practice”  utilized  by  commercial  market 
participants  to  facilitate  basis  trading, 
hedging,  and  the  pricing  of  cash 
commodity  transactions.’  Section  4c(a] 
of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act  states 
in  pertinent  part  that:  * 

It  shall  be  u^awful  to  offer  to  enter  into, 
enter  into  or  confirm  the  execution  of,  any 
transaction  involving  any  commodity,  *  *  *  if 
[thej  transaction  is  *  *  *  a  "wash  sale”, 
"cross  trade”,  or  “accommodation  trade”,  or 
is  a  fictitious  sale  *  *  *  or  if  (the]  transaction 
is  used  to  cause  any  price  to  be  r^orted, 
registered,  or  recorded  whidb  is  not  a  true 
and  bona  fide  price. 

Nothing  in  this  section  shah  be  construed 
to  prevent  the  exchange  of  futures  in 
connection  with  cash  commodity 
transactions  or  of  futures  for  cash 


*  See  Amend  the  Crain  Futures  Act  to  Prevent 
and  Remove  Obstructions  and  Burdens  Upon 
Interstate  Ccanmerce  in  Grain  and  Other 
Commodities  by  R^ulating  Transactions  Therein 
on  Commodity  Futures  Ex^anges,  To  Limit  or 
Abolish  Short  SeRing,  To  Curb  Manipulation,  and 
for  Other  Purposes.  S.  Rep.  No.  1431.  74th  Cong.,  Ist 
Sess.  3  (less). 

*  Commodity  Short  Selling.  H.R.  Rep.  No.  1151, 
72d  Cong.,  1st  Scse.  3  (lil3Z). 

*  Regnlatiun  l,38(aj  further  provides;  (a) 
Competitive  execution  requir^;  exceptions.  All 
purchases  and  sales  of  any  commodity  for  future 
delivery,  and  of  any  commodity  option,  on  or 
subject  to  the  rules  of  a  contract  market  shall  be 
executed  openly  and  competitively  by  open  outcry 
or  posting  of  bids  and  offers  or  by  other  equally 
open  and  competitive  methods,  in  the  trading  pit  or 
ring  or  similar  place  provided  by  the  contract 
market,  during  the  regular  hours  prescribed  by  the 
contract  market  for  trading  in  such  commodity  or 
commodity  option;  Provided,  however.  That  this 
requirement  sliall  not  .^piy  to  transactions  which 
are  executed  noncompetitively  in  accordance  with 
written  rules  of  the  contract  market  which  have 
been  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the 
Commisskm,  specifically  providing  for  the 
noncompetitive  executive  or  such  transactions. 


The  Oivincm  of  Trading  and  Markets 
(“Diviaion")  presented  a  report  on  EFPs 
to  the  Commission  in  October  of  1967.  In 
that  report,  the  Division  stated  that  die 
statutory  exception  for  EFPs  should  be 
limited  to  bona  fide  transactions  which 
strictly  comply  with  the  terms  of  section 
4c(a)  and  exchange  rules  and  which  are 
not  designed  to  accomplish  some 
otherwise  illegal  purpose.  At  the  same 
time,  however,  the  Division  stated  that 
subject  to  these  requirements,  the 
exception  for  EFPs  contained  in  section 
4c(a}  should  not  be  confined  solely  to 
those  practices  in  existence  at  die  time 
the  statute  was  adc^ed.  Radier,  In  the 
Division’s  view,  permitting  EFPs  to 
accommodate  the  changing  needs  of 
market  participants  is  coosistent  urith 
the  intent  of  Congress  to  presonre 
commerdal  transactions,  so  long  as 
those  transactions  are  in  strict 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
section  4c(a)  and  exchange  rules.’ 

Under  the  Division’s  analysis,  an 
evaluation  of  the  bona  fides  of  any  EFP 
involves  a  determination  of  whether  the 
cash  transaction  is  consistent  with 
commercial  practices  fev  other  such 
transactions,  independent  of  EFPs.’ 
Accordingly,  the  Division  concluded 
that  the  failure  to  conform  to  standard 
commercial  practices  may  be  an 
indication  that  tl^  cash  transaction,  and 
thus  the  EFP,  is  not  bona  fide. 

As  a  result  of  the  importance  the 
cash  transaction  component  of  die  EFP 
to  the  Division’s  analysis,  the  Division 
recommended  the  adoption  of 
regulations  specifically  requiring 
disdosure  of  documentation  of  the  cash 


‘  In  this  connection,  the  Division  set  forth  three 
requirements  of  all  EFPs  derived  from  section  4c(a). 
In  general,  the  Division  concluded  that  all  EFPs  (1) 
must  consist  of  integrally  related  cash  and  futures 
transactions,  (2)  must  provide  for  a  transierof 
ownership  of  the  cash  commodity  to  the  cash  buyer 
upon  performance  of  the  terms  of  the  contract,  with 
delivery  to  take  place  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  thereafter,  and  (3)  must  be  between  separate 
parties  to  the  EFP. 

*  It  is  the  existence  of  a  cash  commodity 
transaction  which  distinguishes  EFPs  from  other 
types  of  futures  transactions.  Accordingly,  other 
indicia  of  EFP  bona  fides  discussed  in  the  report 
relate  to  the  nature  of  the  cash  component,  the 
pricing  of  the  cash  and  futures  legs  of  the  EFP,  the 
seller's  ability  to  fulfill  the  obligation  to  deliver  the 
commodity,  and  the  buyer’s  acquisition  of  the 
commodity  following  the  EFP. 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  53,  No.  221  /  Wednesday,  November  16,  1988  /  Proposed  Rules 


portion  of  an  EFP  in  order  to  ensure  that 
the  exchanges  and  the  Commission  have 
the  means  of  assess  fully  the  bona  fides 
of  such  transactions  and  to  monitor  this 
limited  exception  to  the  prohibitions 
against  noncompetitive  trading.  The 
Commission  finds  merit  in  this 
recommendation  and  therefore  is 
proposing  to  amend  Regulation  1.35  in 
order  to  ensure  that  records  of  the 
underlying  cash  transactions  are  fully 
accessible  to  the  exchanges,  the 
Commission,  and  the  United  States 
Department  of  Justice. 

II.  Recordkeeping  Requirements 
Relating  to  EFPs 

A.  Current  Rules 

The  present  regulatory  scheme 
broadly  addresses  the  issue  of  EFP 
recordkeeping.  Regulation  1.38(b] 
requires  that: 

[ejvery  person  handling,  executing, 
clearing,  or  carrying  trades,  transactions  or 
positions  which  are  not  competitively 
executed,  including  *  *  *  trades  involving 
the  exchange  of  futures  for  cash  commodities 
or  the  exchange  of  futures  in  connection  with 
cash  commodity  transactions,  shall  identify 
and  mark  by  appropriate  symbol  or 
designation  all  such  transactions  or  contracts 
and  all  orders,  records,  and  memoranda 
pertaining  thereto. 

Regulation  1.35(a}  requires  FCMs,  IBs, 
and  members  of  contract  markets  to 
“keep  full,  complete  and  systematic 
records,  together  with  all  pertinent  data 
and  memoranda,  of  all  transactions 
relating  to  its  business  of  dealing  in 
commodity  futures,  commodity  options, 
and  cash  commodities,"  and  to  retain 
such  records  and  produce  them  upon 
request  of  the  Commission  or  the  United 
States  Department  of  Justice.  In 
addition.  Regulation  1.35(e](4)  directs 
that  each  contract  market  maintain  a 
record  showing  “by  appropriate  and 
uniform  symbols,  any  transaction  which 
is  made  noncompetitively  in  accordance 
with  written  rules  of  the  contract  market 
which  have  been  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  the  Commission  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
(Regulation)  1.38.”  Further,  Regulation 
18.05, 17  CFR  18.05,  provides  that: 

[ejvery  trader  who  holds  or  controls  a 
reportable  futures  position  *  *  *  shall  keep 
books  and  records  showing  all  details 
concerning  all  positions  and  transactions  for 
future  delivery  in  the  commodity  on  ail 
contract  markets,  *  *  *  and  all  positions  and 
transactions  in  the  cash  commodity,  its 
products,  and  by-products  and,  in  addition, 
commercial  activities  that  the  trader  hedges 
in  the  commodity  underlying  the  futures 
contract  in  which  the  trader  is  reportable, 

and  that  the  trader  furnish  information 
concerning  the  futures  and  cash 


contmodity  transactions  to  the 
Commission  upon  request. 

Thus,  under  the  Commission's  current 
regulations,  every  person  “handling, 
executing,  clearing,  or  carrying”  EFPs 
must  identify  those  transactions  and  all 
related  documents.  Further,  every  FCM 
must  keep  systematic  records  of  all 
transactions  relating  to  its  business  of 
dealing  in  futures,  options,  or  cash 
commodities,  and  each  trader  holding  or 
controlling  reportable  futures  positions 
(“large  trader”)  must  keep  records  of  all 
futures  and  cash  commodity  positions 
and  transactions.  Finally,  every  contract 
market  must  maintain  a  record 
specifically  noting  all  EFPs.  Moreover, 
pursuant  to  sections  8  and  6(b)  of  the 
Act,  7  U.S.C.  12,  9,  and  Part  11  of  the 
Commission’s  Regulations,  17  CFR  Part 
11,  the  Commission  has  access  to  a  wide 
range  documentation  that  may  be 
relevant  to  matters  under  its 
jurisdiction. 

The  Commission  believes  that  the 
availability  of  such  documentation  is 
essential  to  the  success  of  exchange 
surveillance  programs  for  monitoring 
FJPs  and  determining  whether  they  are 
bona  fide.  It  is  equally  necessary  to  the 
Commission’s  ability  to  monitor  the 
effectiveness  of  the  exchanges’ 
surveillance  programs  with  respect  to 
EFPs  and  to  the  Commission’s  ability  to 
review  such  trades  in  the  course  of 
routine  trade  practice  surveillance  or 
specibc  investigations.  The  present 
regulations,  however,  do  not  state 
specifically  that  customers  who  are  not 
large  traders  must  document  cash 
transactions  underlying  EFPs.  Further, 
they  do  not  place  responsibility  for  the 
collection  of  such  documents  on  FCMs, 
IBs,  and  contract  market  members,  nor 
do  they  provide  the  contract  markets 
with  express  authority  to  request  such 
documents.  Accordingly,  the 
Commission  proposes  to  adopt  rules 
intended  to  assure  that  specific 
documents  evidencing  cash  transactions 
underlying  EFPs  are  created  and 
retained  in  accordance  with  cash  market 
practices  and  that  the  contract  markets 
and  the  Commission  have  an  effective 
and  efficient  means  of  obtaining  such 
documents  upon  request. 

B.  Proposed  Rules 

In  light  of  the  foregoing,  the 
Commission  proposes  to  amend 
Regulation  1,35  by  adding  a  new 
paragraph  (a-2),  comprising 
subparagraphs  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4),  which 
relates  to  the  production  of 
documentation  of  cash  transactions 
underlying  EFPs, 

1.  Proposed  Subparagraph  (a-2)(lj—^ 
Callection  of  customer  Documentation 


by  FCMs,  IBs,  and  Members  of  Contract 
Markets 

The  Commission  proposes  to  add  to 
Regulation  1.35  a  new  paragraph  (A- 
2)(1)  which  would  require  that  FCMs, 

IBs,  and  members  of  contract  markets, 
upon  request  of  the  exchange,  the 
Commission,  or  the  United  States 
Department  of  Justice,  obtain  from  their 
customers  and  provide  to  the  requesting 
body  documentation  of  each 
transactions  underlying  exchanges  of 
futures  for  physicals  as  such 
documentation  is  deHned  in  proposed 
subparagraph  (a-2)(4).  The  Commission 
believes  that  ready  access  to  such 
documentation  is  necessary  to  the 
thorough  evaluation  of  EFPs.  The  ability 
to  obtain  that  documentation  from 
customers  will  allow  the  contract 
markets  to  examine  fully  EFPs  and  to 
meet  their  self-regulatory  duties  under 
Commission  Regulation  1.51, 17  CFR 
1.51,  to  ensure  the  propriety  of  those 
transactions.  The  production  of 
documents  similarly  will  facilitate  the 
Commission’s  task  of  monitoring  the 
bona  fides  of  EFPs. 

2.  Proposed  Subparagraph  (a-2)(2} — 
Customer  Production  of  Documentation 
Upon  Reqeust 

Proposed  subparagaph  (a-2)(2)  is 
designed  to  serve  the  same  regulatory 
surveillance  purposes  as  proposed 
subparagraph  (a-2)(l).  Proposed 
subparagaph  (a-2)(2)  would  require  all 
customers  of  FCMs,  IBs,  and  contract 
market  members  to  create,  retain,  and 
produce  upon  request  of  the  FCM,  the 
IB,  the  contract  market  member,  the 
exchange,  the  Commission,  or  the 
United  States  Department  of  Justice 
documentation  of  the  cash  transactions 
underlying  EFP  transactions.  Of  course, 
a  customer’s  inability  to  produce  such 
documentation  would  create  a  strong 
inference  that  an  EFP  is  not  bona  fide.’ 

The  Commission  believes  that  it 
would  not  be  unreasonable  or 
inappropriate  to  require  customers,  who 
are  parties  to  the  cash  transactions  and 
therefore  have  the  best  access  to  the 
requested  documents,  to  produce  those 
documents  for  examination.  Without 
this  corresponding  duty  upon  all 
customers,  FCMs,  IBs,  and  contract 
market  members  may  lack  an 
enforceable  means  of  fulfilling  the 
regulatory  requirement  of  proposed 
subparagraph  (a-2)(l)  and  instead 
would  be  forced  to  rely  on  voluntary 
customer  cooperation  for  access  to 
documents.  The  Commission  believes 
that  the  proposal  as  a  whole  would 
afford  an  appropriate  division  of 
responsibility  for  document  retention, 
collection,  and  production  between 
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FCMs,  IBs,  contract  market  members, 
and  their  customers. 

3.  Proposed  Subparagraph  (a-2)(3} — 
Requirement  that  Contract  Markets 
Adopt  Rules  Pertaining  to  Document 
Production 

The  Commission  further  proposes  to 
add  a  new  subparagraph  (a-2](3],  which 
requires  each  contract  market  to  adopt 
rules  mandating  that  its  members 
produce  documentation  of  cash 
transactions  underlying  EFPs.  Proposed 
subparagraph  (a-2)(3)  would  provide 
contract  markets  with  an  enforceable 
right  to  demand  the  production  of  the 
documentation  maintained  in  response 
to  proposed  subparagraphs  (a-2](l)  and 
(a-2)(2)  in  furtherance  of  their  self- 
regulatory  responsibilities. 

4.  Proposed  Subparagraph  (a-2)(4) — 
Definition  of  “documentation" 

The  Commission  finally  proposes  to 
add  a  new  subparagraph  (a-2)(4]  which 
sets  forth  a  definition  of  the  term 
“documentation”  as  it  is  used  in 
proposed  paragraph  (a-21.  The  proposed 
definition  states  that  such 
documentation  consists  of  those 
documents  “customarily  generated  in 
accordance  with  cash  market  practices 
which  demonstrate  the  existence  and 
nature  of  the  cash  transactions, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  contracts, 
coaHrmation  statements,  telex  printouts, 
invoices,  and  warehouse  receipts  or 
other  documents  of  title." 

C.  Limited  Additional  Recordkeeping 
Burden  Imposed  by  Proposed 
Recordkeeping  Rules 

The  proposed  amendment  to 
Regulation  1.35  are  intended  to  assure 
that  the  documentation  necessary  to 
effective  investigation  of  EFPs  is 
available  to  the  exchanges  and  to  the 
Commission,  without  imposing 
burdensome  additional  recordkeeping 
requirements  on  markets  or  market 
participants.  It  is  important  to  note  that 
FCMs  and  members  of  contract  markets 
must  keep  records  “of  all  transactions 
relating  to  its  business  of  dealing  in 
commodity  options,  and  cash 
commodities.”  Moreover,  FCMs  and 
members  are  frequently  parties  to  one  or 
both  sides  of  an  EFP  transaction.  Thus, 
where  an  EFP  relates  to  an  FCM’s  or 
contract  market  member’s  business  of 
dealing  in  futures  or  cash  commodities, 
the  proposed  amendments  would  not 
impose  additional  recordkeeping 
obligations  on  those  entities  not  already 
required  by  Regulation  1.35(a).  Further, 
IBs,  who  normally  would  not  be  parties 
to  cash  transactions,  would  not  be 
required  to  maintain  records  of 


'  The  Commission  understands  that  commercial 
practices  in  the  markets  in  which  EFPs  are 
transacted  contemplate  that  some  documentation  of 
the  cash  transaction  will  be  created. 


transactions  for  customers,  but  only  to 
obtain  and  produce  them  upon  request. 
The  Commission  believes  therefore  that 
the  proposed  amendments  would 
impose  upon  FCMs,  IBs,  and  contract 
market  members  only  the  minimum 
requirements  necessary  to  assure 
effective  monitoring  of  EFPs  by  the 
exchanges  and  the  Commission. 

Further,  the  amendments  would 
require  customers  to  produce  documents 
which  should  be  readily  accessible.  In 
this  regard,  customers  who  maintain 
documents  in  accordance  with  accepted 
cash  market  practices  should  be  able  to 
comply  with  proposed  subparagraph  (a- 
2](2].  Moreover,  customers  who  are 
large  traders  already  must  maintain  and 
produce  upon  request  the  required 
documentation  in  accordance  with 
Regulation  18.05.  Thus,  the  proposed 
amendments  will  not  impose  a 
significant  burden  on  these  entities. 

Finally,  several  of  the  exchanges 
presently  require  that  their  members 
maintain  full  and  complete  records  of 
EFP  transactions,  including  cash 
transactions,  and  that  members  provide 
those  records  to  the  exchange  upon 
request.®  The  proposed  Commission 
rule,  however,  will  encourage  consistent 
treatment  of  similar  transactions  by  all 
exchanges.  Of  course,  regardless 
whether  exchanges  now  or  in  the  future 
have  such  rules,  exchanges  may 
continue  to  request  voluntary 
cooperation  from  market  participants 
under  existing  programs  relating  to  the 
exchange  responsibility  to  monitor 
trading. 

In  addressing  these  proposals, 
commenters  are  encouraged  to  direct 
their  comments  particularly  to  the  likely 
effectiveness  of  the  amendments  in 
achieving  the  Commissions  stated  goals. 

IV.  Related  Matters 

A.  Regulatory  Flexibility  Act 

The  Regulatory  Flexibility  Act 
(“RFA”),  5  U.S.C.  601  et  seq.,  requires 
that  agencies,  in  proposing  rules, 
consider  the  impact  of  the  rules  on  small 
businesses.  The  Regulation  1.35 
amendments  proposed  here  would  affect 
contract  markets,  FCMs,  IBs,  contract 
market  members,  and  the  customers  of 


■  New  York  Mercantile  Exchange  (“NYMEX") 
Rule  6.12  requires  that  each  seller  and  buyer  satisfy 
the  Exchange  that  the  EFT  is  bona  Tide,  and 
provides  that  clearing  members  shall  obtain  all 
documentation  related  to  the  EFP  and  make  that 
documentation  available  at  the  Exchange's  request. 
NYMEX  also  affirmatively  requires  that  each 
clearing  member  routinely  submit  documentation  of 
the  cash  transfer  for  every  EFP.  Chicago  Mercantile 
Exchange  Rule  538  requires  that  clearing  members 
and  brokers  handling  EFPs  maintain  full  and  clear 
records  of  the  transactions  along  with  all  pertinent 
memoranda.  The  Chicago  Board  of  Trade's  Rule 
444.01  is  similar,  as  is  Commodity  Exchange,  Inc. 
Rule  4.36. 


FCMs,  IBs,  and  contract  market 
members.  The  Commission  previously 
has  determined  that  contract  markets 
are  not  "small  entities”  for  the  purposes 
of  the  RFA,  and  that  the  Commission 
need  not,  therefore,  consider  the  effect 
of  proposed  amendments  on  contract 
markets  in  relation  to  the  RFA.  47  FR 
18618, 18619,  April  30, 1982.  The 
Commission  has  also  determined  that 
FCMs  should  be  excluded  from  the 
definition  of  “small  entity”  based  upon 
the  fiduciary  nature  of  the  FCM/ 
customer  relationships  as  well  as  the 
fact  that  FCMs  must  meet  minimum 
financial  requirements.  47  FR  18618, 
18619,  April  30, 1982. 

With  respect  to  IBs,  the  Commission 
has  stated  that  it  is  appropriate  to 
evaluate  within  the  context  of  a 
particular  rule  proposal  whether  some 
or  all  IBs  should  be  considered  small 
entities  and,  if  so,  to  analyze  the 
economic  impact  on  such  entities  at  that 
time.  48  FR  35248,  35275-78,  August  3, 
1983.  Proposed  Regulation  1.35(a-2)  will 
"have  little  effect  on  IBs,  regardless  of 
size.  Pursuant  to  existing  Commission 
Regulation  1.57, 17  CFR  1.57,  IBs  will 
never  handle  customer  EFPs 
independently.  Regulation  1.57  requires 
that  IBs  open  and  carry  customer 
accounts  with  FCMs  and  that  they 
transmit  customer  orders  to  FCMs. 

Given  this  fact,  the  FCMs,  not  the  IBs, 
would  have  primary  responsibility  for 
customer  document  collection.  As  a 
practical  matter,  an  IB  would  be 
approached  for  customer  documents 
only  if  an  FCM  failed  in  its  document 
production  duty.  Thus,  IBs  of  any  size 
should  not  be  significantly  burdened  by 
the  proposed  rules. 

Like  IBs,  non-FCM  members  seldom 
will  be  called  upon  to  produce 
documentation  of  customer  EFPs.  Non- 
FCM  members  generally  transact  EFPs 
for  their  own  accounts.  In  those 
instances  where  non-FCM  members  may 
act  as  brokers  to  arrange  EFPs  between 
customers,  those  members  will  handle 
both  the  cash  and  the  futures  portions  of 
the  trade  and  will  be  acting  as  IBs.  In 
some  circumstances,  however,  the 
member  may  act  as  broker  between 
customers  only  as  to  a  cash  transaction, 
which  becomes  part  of  an  EFP  cleared 
through  an  FCM.  In  such  cases,  which 
are  likely  to  occur  infrequently,  the 
member  only  will  be  approached  for  the 
cash  documentation  if  the  FCM  clearing 
the  EFP  fails  to  fulfill  its  document 
production  duty.  Therefore,  the 
proposed  rules  should  not  place  a 
significant  burden  on  non-FCM 
members  of  any  size. 

Finally,  the  Commission  does  not 
believe  that  proposed  Regulation  1.35(a- 
2]  significantly  will  affect  customers  of 
FCMs,  IBs,  or  exchange  members  that 


best  copy  available 


46092 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  53,  No.  221  /  Wednesday.  November  16.  1988  /  Proposed  Rules 


are  also  small  businesses.  For  most 
EFPs,  an  FCM  or  contract  market 
member  will  take  the  opposite  side  of  a 
customer  transaction  and  thus  will  be 
required  to  create  and  retain 
documentation  and  to  report  those 
transactions  under  existing  Regulation 
1.35(a].  For  most  EFPs,  then,  the 
participation  FCM  or  contract  market 
member  will  be  the  primary  source  for 
documentation  of  cash  transactions. 
Generally,  only  in  those  instances  when 
two  customers  trade  opposite  one 
another  would  the  customers  be  the 
originators  of  documentation  of  a  cash 
transaction,  although  they  must  create 
and  retain  such  documents  for  every 
transaction. 

In  most  markets,  customers  using 
EFPs  generally  will  be  large  entities 
such  as  commercial  market  participants 
(producers,  users,  etc.),  trade  houses, 
institutions,  banks,  pension  funds,  and 
dealers.  Although  EH’  users  in  the 
currency  and  metals  markets  are  also 
primarily  large  entitites  (i.e.,  banks, 
bullion  dealers,  etc.),  some  participants, 
although  not  a  substantial  number — 
particularly  professional  traders,  small 
trade  houses,  small  corporations  and 
other  businesses — may  be  “small 
entitites.*'  To  the  extent  that  any  small 
entities  do  fall  within  the  purview  of  the 
proposed  Regulation  1.35(a-2),  the 
recordkeeping  required  of  those  entities 
will  be  relatively  minor.  First,  the 
proposed  rules  require  only  that 
customers  create,  retain,  and  produce 
those  documents  customarily  generated 
in  accordance  with  cash  market 
practices.*  Customers  presumably 
create  and  retain  these  documents  in  the 
normal  course  of  business  for  general 
business,  financial,  and  tax  reasons. 
Secor.'d,  the  proposed  rules  do  not 
require  that  customers  make  routine 
submissions.  The  records  of  only  a  small 
number  of  transactions  will  be 
requested  annually  so  the  temporal  and 
monetary  impacts  of  document 
production  on  any  single  small  entity 
should  be  minimal. 

Accordingly,  pursuant  to  section  3(a) 
of  the  Regulatory  Flexibility  Act,  Pub.  L. 
96-354,  94  Stat.  1168  (5  U.S.C.  605(b)), 
the  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the 
Commission,  certifies  that  this  rule,  if 
promulgated,  will  not  have  a  signiHcant 

*  The  proposed  document  retention  would  fall 
within  the  five-year  retention  requirement  of 
Commission  Regulation  1.31(a).  17  CFR  1.31(a). 
Regulation  1.31(a)  provides  that  all  books  and 
records  required  to  be  kept  by  the  Act  or  by  these 
regulations  shall  be  kept  for  a  period  of  five  years 
from  the  date  thereof  and  shall  be  readily  accessible 
during  the  first  2  years  of  the  S-year  period.  All  such 
books  and  records  shall  be  open  to  inspection  by 
any  representative  of  the  Commission  or  the  U.S. 
Department  of  lustice. 


economic  impact  on  a  substantial 
number  of  small  entities.  However,  the 
Commission  particularly  invites 
comment  from  any  small  firms  which 
believe  that  promulgation  of  these  rules 
will  have  a  significant  economic  impact 
on  them. 

B.  Paperwork  Reduction  Act 

The  Paperwork  Reduction  Act  of  1980 
(“PRA”),  44  U.S.C.  3501,  et  seq.,  imposes 
certain  requirements  on  federal 
agencies,  including  the  Commission,  in 
connection  with  their  conducting  or 
sfionsoring  any  collection  of  information 
as  defined  by  the  I^IA.  In  compliance 
with  the  PRA,  the  Commission  has 
submitted  the  proposed  Regulation 
1.35(a-2),  along  with  the  associated 
information  collection  requirements,  to 
the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget.  Further, 
pursuant  to  the  Ofiice  of  Management 
and  Budget’s  Regulation  1320.15(a),  5 
CFR  1320.15(a),  the  Commission  has  set 
forth  in  the  following  paragraph  a 
summary  of  the  public  reporting  burden 
related  to  the  proposed  amendments. 

The  public  reporting  burden  for  this 
collection  of  information  is  estimated  to 
average  one-half  hour  per  response  for 
each  of  the  96  FCMs,  IBs,  or  contract 
market  members  expected  to  be 
required  to  collect  documents  from 
customers  during  a  year.  This  estimate 
includes  time  to  request,  obtain, 
organize,  and  provide  documents  to  the 
Commission  or  the  exchange.  Each  of 
the  estimated  96  customers  asked  to 
provide  documentation  annually  will 
spend  an  estimated  one  hour  per 
response  in  locating,  photocopying,  and 
providing  requested  documents  to  an 
FCM,  IB,  contract  market  member, 
contract  market,  the  Commission,  or  the 
United  States  Department  of  Justice. 
Finally,  each  customer  will  be  required 
to  maintain  documentation  of  cash 
transactions  underlying  EFPs  in  order  to 
comply  with  this  reporting  requirement. 
Each  of  the  1700  customers  transacting 
EFPs  at  reportable  level.®,  is  expected  to 
spend  an  average  of  two  hours  refining  a 
large  trader  report  document  filing 
system  and  two  hours  actually  filing 
documents  in  it  during  the  course  of  a 
year.  The  estimated  570  other  customers 
who  would  be  required  to  maintain 
documents  under  proposed  Regulation 

I. 35(a-2)  are  expected  to  devote  an 
average  of  six  hours  to  developing  a 
filing  system  and  two  hours  to  filing 
documents  annually.  The  total  annual 
public  burden  related  to  proposed 
Regulation  1.35(a-2)  is  estimated  to  be 

II, 504  hours.  Send  comments  regarding 
this  burden  estimate  or  any  other  aspect 
of  this  collection  of  information. 


including  suggestions  for  reducing  this 
burden,  to  Joseph  G.  Salazar,  CFTC 
Clearance  Officer.  2033  K  Street  NW.. 
Washington,  DC  20581;  and  to  the  Office 
of  Information  and  Regulatory  Affairs, 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
Washington,  DC  20503. 

List  of  Subjects  in  17  CFR  Part  1 

Commodity  futures.  Commodity 
options.  Contract  maiicets.  Customers, 
Exchanges  of  futures  for  physicals. 
Futures  commission  merchants. 
Introducing  brokers.  Members  of 
contract  markets.  Noncompetitive 
trading.  Reporting  and  recordkeeping 
requirements. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  and 
pursuant  to  the  authority  contained  in 
the  Commodity  Exchange  Act  and,  in 
particular.  Sections  4, 4c,  4g,  5,  5a,  8,  and 
8a  therefore,  7  U.S.C.  6,  6c,  6g,  7,  7a,  12, 
and  12a,  the  Commission  hereby 
proposes  to  amend  Chapter  I  of  Title  17 
of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  as 
follows: 

PART  1— GENERAL  REGULATIONS 
UNDER  THE  COMMODITY  EXCHANGE 
ACT 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  Part  1 
continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  7  U.S.C.  2,  2a,  4,  4a,  6,  6a,  6b,  6c, 
6d,  6e,  6f,  6g,  6h,  6i,  6j,  6k,  6l,  6in,  6n,  6o,  7,  7a, 
8,  9, 12. 12a,  12c,  13a,  13a-l,  16. 19,  21,  23,  and 
24,  unless  otherwise  stated. 

2.  Regulation  1.35  is  proposed  to  be 
amended  by  adding  paragraph  (a-2)  to 
read  as  follows: 

§  1.35  Records  of  cash  commodity, 
futures,  and  option  transactions. 

(a-2)(l)  Futures  commission 
merchants,  introducing  brokers,  and 
members  of  contract  markets.  Upon 
request  of  the  contract  market,  the 
Commission,  or  the  United  States 
Department  of  Justice,  each  futures 
commission  merchant  introducing 
broker,  and  member  of  a  contract 
market  shall  obtain  from  its  customers 
and  provide  to  the  requesting  body 
documentation  of  cash  transactions 
underlying  exchanges  of  futures  for  cash 
commodities  or  exchange  of  futures  in 
connection  with  cash  commodity 
transactions. 

(2)  Customers.  Each  customer  of  a 
futures  commission  merchant 
introducing  broker,  or  member  of  a 
contract  market  shall  create,  retain,  and 
produce  upon  request  of  the  futures 
commission  merchant,  the  introducing 
broker,  the  contract  market  member,  the 
contract  market,  the  Commission,  or  the 
United  States  Department  of  Justice 
documentation  of  cash  transactions 
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underlying  exchanges  of  futures  for  cash 
commodities  or  exchanges  of  futures  in 
connection  with  cash  commodity 
transactions. 

(3)  Contract  markets.  Every  contract 
market  shall  adopt  rules  with  require  its 
members  to  provide  documentation  of 
cash  transactions  underlying  exchanges 
of  futures  for  cash  commodities  or 
exchanges  of  futures  in  connection  with 
cash  commodity  transactions  upon 
request  of  the  contract  market. 

(4)  Documentation.  For  the  purposes 
of  this  paragraph,  documentation  means 
those  documents  customarily  generated 
in  accordance  with  cash  market 
practices  which  demonstrate  the 
existence  and  nature  of  the  underlying 
cash  transactions,  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  contracts,  confirmation 
statements,  telex  printouts,  invoices, 
and  warehouse  receipts  or  other 
documents  of  title. 

*  *  «  *  * 

Issued  in  Washington,  DC  on  November  9, 
1988  by  the  Commission, 
lean  A.  Webb, 

Secretary  of  the  Commission. 

[FR  Doc.  8&-26474  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  63S1-01-M 


DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

Employment  and  Training 
Administration 

20  CFR  Part  655 

Labor  Certification  Process  for  the 
Temporary  Employment  of  Aliens  in 
Agriculture  in  the  United  States; 
Adverse  Effect  Wage  Rate 
Methodology;  Correction 

agency:  Employment  and  Training 
Administration,  Labor. 
action:  Proposed  rule;  correction. 

summary:  The  Department  of  Labor  is 
correcting  an  error  in  the.  preamble  of 
the  proposed  rule  for  the  adverse  effect 
wage  rate  methodology  for  the 
temporary  alien  agricultural  labor 
certification  (H-2A)  program.  The 
proposed  rule  appeared  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  October  28, 1988  (53  FR 
43722). 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT. 

Mr.  Thomas  M.  Bruening;  Telephone: 
202-535-0163  (this  is  not  a  toll-free 
number). 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 

Department  of  Labor  has  published  a 
proposed  rule  for  the  adverse  effect 
wage  rate  methodology  for  the 
temporary  alien  agricultural  labor 
certification  (H-2A)  program.  The 
proposed  rule  appeared  in  the  Federal 


Register  on  October  28, 1988  (53  FR 
43722).  The  proposed  rule  contained  an 
error,  which  is  discussed  briefly  below 
and  is  corrected  by  this  document. 

Dated:  November  10, 1988. 

Ann  McLaughlin, 

Secretary  of  Labor. 

The  following  correction  is  made  in 
the  preamble  to  the  proposed  rule  for 
the  adverse  effect  wage  rate 
methodology  for  the  labor  certification 
process  for  the  temporary  employment 
of  aliens  in  agriculture  in  the  United 
States  (H-2A  program),  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  at  53 43722  (FR  Doc. 
88-24954),  on  October  28, 1988. 

In  the  third  full  paragraph  in  the  Hrst 
column  on  page  43723,  the  following 
words  shall  be  deleted,  “That  court 
recently  rules  [s/c]  that  the  new 
explanation  was  unaccepted  because  it 
was  based,  in  part,  on  information  not  in 
the  rule-making  record  on  June  1.  While 
the  DOL  disagrees  with  the  ruling  and 
continues  to  litigate  that  issue,”. 

For  an  additional  correction  to  this 
document  see  the  Corrections  section  of 
this  issue. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26409  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNQ  CODE  4510-3(Mi 


ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40  CFR  Part  52 

[FRL-3475-9] 

Approval  and  Promulgation  of 
Implementation  Plans;  Illinois 

agency:  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 

Agency  (USEPA). 

action:  Proposed  rulemaking. 

SUMMARY:  USEPA  proposes  to 
disapprove  a  revision  to  the  Illinois 
State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  for 
ozone.  The  revision  provides  an 
alternative  compliance  schedule  for 
Printpack,  Incorporated  (Printpack) 
which  is  located  in  Elgin,  Illinois.  This 
SIP  revision  would  allow  Printpack 
additional  time  to  reformulate  to  low- 
solvent  adhesives  for  its  adhesive 
laminating  equipment. 

USEPA  today  is  proposing  to 
disapprove  this  SIP  revision  because  the 
requested  compliance  date  extension  is 
inconsistent  with  relevant  portions  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act  and  USEPA  policy. 
date:  Comments  on  this  revision  and  on 
the  proposed  USEPA  action  must  be 
received  by  December  16. 1988. 
ADDRESSES:  Copies  of  the  SIP  revision 
are  available  at  the  following  addresses 
for  review:  (It  is  recommended  that  you 
telephone  Uylaine  E.  McMahan,  at  (312) 


886-6031,  before  visiting  the  Region  V 
office.): 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Region  V,  Air  and  Radiation  Branch, 
230  South  Dearborn  Street,  Chicago, 
Illinois  60604. 

Illinois  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Division  of  Air  Pollution 
Control,  2200  Churchill  Road, 
Springfield,  Illinois  62706. 

Comments  on  this  proposed  rule 
should  be  addressed  to:  (Please  submit 
an  original  and  three  copies,  if  possible.) 
Gary  Gulezian,  Chief,  Regulatory 
Analysis  Section,  Air  and  Radiation 
Branch  (5AR-26).  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  Region  V,  230  South 
Dearborn  Street,  Chicago,  Illinois  60604. 
FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  PLEASE 
CONTACT:  Uylaine  E.  McMahan, 

(312)  886-6031. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 
Background 

On  November  21. 1983,  the  Illinois 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(lEPA)  submitted  a  proposed  revision  to 
its  ozone  SIP  for  Printpack.  This  SIP 
revision  is  in  the  form  of  a  February  5, 
1981,  Opinion  and  Order  of  the  Illinois 
Pollution  Control  Board  (IPCB)  PCB  80- 
148.  It  grants  a  variance  fi^m  the 
existing  SIP  requirements  until 
December  31, 1985,  and  provides  a 
legally  enforceable  compliance 
schedule. 

Under  the  existing  federally  approved 
SIP.  Printpack's  paper  coating  operation 
is  subject  to  the  2.9  poimds  of  VOC  per 
gallon  emission  limitation  contained  in 
IPCB  Rule  205(n)(l)(C)  of  Chapter  2:  Air 
Pollution  of  the  IPCB  Rules  and 
Regulations.  Final  compliance  is 
required  by  December  31, 1982. 

In  lieu  of  the  compliance  date 
contained  in  the  federally  approved  SIP, 
the  State  is  proposing  an  extended 
compliance  schedule  for  Printpack. 

Printpack  manufactures  flexible 
packaging  for  use  primarily  by  the  food 
industry.  Printpack  is  located  in  the 
Northeastern  Illinois  urban  ozone 
nonattainment  area,  which  has  obtained 
an  extension  to  December  31, 1987.  to 
attain  the  ozone  national  ambient  air 
quality  standard.  USEPA  may  approve 
compliance  date  extensions  for  sources 
in  such  areas,  if  the  State  demonstrates 
that  the  extension  is  as  expeditious  as 
practicable  and  will  not  prevent  the  area 
from  attaining  the  ozone  standard  as 
expeditiously  as  practicable,  but  no 
later  than  the  end  of  1987. 

On  August  15, 1984,  the  lEPA 
submitted  Printpack’s  documentation  of 
its  efforts  to  convert  to  low-solvent 
adhesives.  Additional  information  was 
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submitted  by  Printpack  on  November  7. 
1984.  This  documentation  included: 

1.  Internal  research  and  development 
reports  which  cover  the  period  from 
January  1979  to  January  1984,  which 
describe  Printpack's  continuing  efforts 
and  progress  in  developing  low  solvent 
adhesives; 

2.  Reports  which  describe  numerous 
trials  to  develop  low-solvent  adhesives; 

3.  A  description  of  the  company’s 
correspondence  with  numerous 
suppliers  of  adhesives  coatings;  €uid 

4.  Information  demonstrating  progress 
made  by  the  company  in  substanti^y 
reducing  VOC  emissions  between  1981 
and  1984,  as  a  result  of  their  research 
and  development  efforts. 

This  documentation  does  not  satisfy 
the  Clean  Air  Act  and  USEPA’s  policy 
on  compliance  date  extensions.  In 
particular,  the  State  has  not  adequately 
researched  the  compliance  status  of 
other  similar  sources  to  determine  if 
compliance  by  the  original  deadline  was 
reasonable. 

In  the  March  20, 1984,  Federal  Register 
(49  FR 10277J,  USEPA  proposed  to 
disapprove  this  proposed  SIP  revision 
because  the  Illinois  Ozone  SIP  lacked  an 
approved  attainment  demonstration  for 
the  Chicago  nonattainment  area.  Since 
the  publication  of  the  March  20. 1984, 
Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking,  lEPA 
has  submitted  a  revised  ozone 
attainment  demonstration  which  USEPA 
proposed  to  approve  on  August  15, 1984 
(49  FR  32601).  However.  USEPA  recently 
proposed  to  disapprove  the  State 
attainment  demonstration  (52  FR  26404), 
July  14, 1987).  For  this  reason  USEPA 
believes  that  the  State  has  not 
adequately  demonstrated  that  this 
extension  will  not  interfere  with  timely 
attainment  of  the  ozone  standard  and 
RFP  in  the  intermin. 

Proposed  Actions 

USEPA  is  proposing  that  Printpack's 
schedule  to  achieve  final  compliance  by 
December  31, 1985,  is  not  approvable 
because  it  does  not  conform  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and 
policy  on  compliance  schedules.  First, 
the  State  has  not  shown  that  the 
requested  compliance  date  is  as 
expeditious  as  practicable.  In  addition, 
this  source  is  located  in  the  Chicago 
nonattainment  area  which  lacks  an 
approved  attainment  demonstration.  A 
more  detailed  discussion  of  the  rationale 
for  proposing  disapproval  of  the  State 
submission  and  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and 
USEPA  policy  related  to  compliance 
date  extensions  appears  in  Appendix  A 
of  the  proposed  rulemaking  published  on 
November  8, 1988  at  53  FR  45103. 

USEPA  is  providing  a  30-day  comment 
period  on  this  notice  of  supplemental 


proposed  rulemaking.  Public  comments 
received  on  or  before  December  16, 

1988,  will  be  considered  in  USEPA’s 
final  rulemaking.  All  comments  will  be 
available  for  inspection  during  normal 
business  hours  at  the  Region  V  office  at 
the  front  of  this  notice. 

Under  5  U.S.C.  605(b),  the 
Administrator  has  certified  that  SIP 
approvals  do  not  have  a  significant 
economic  impact  on  a  substantial 
number  of  small  entities  because  it 
applies  only  to  Printpack. 

Under  Executive  Order  12291,  today’s 
action  is  not  “Major".  It  has  been 
submitted  to  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  (0MB)  for  review. 

Authority:  42  U.S.C.  7401-7642. 

Dated:  March  31. 1987. 

Robert  Springer, 

Acting  Regional  Administrator. 

Editorial  Note;  This  document  was  received 
by  the  Office  of  the  Federal  Register, 
November  10, 1988. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26424  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
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{FRL  3475-8] 

Approval  and  Promulgation  of 
Implementation  Plans;  Ohio 

agency:  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (USEPA). 

ACTION:  Proposed  rulemaking. 

summary:  USEPA  announces  proposed 
rulemaking  to  disapprove  a  site-specific 
State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  revision 
to  the  ozone  portion  of  the  Ohio  SIP. 

This  SIP  revision  would  allow  the  ATEC 
Industries,  Incorporated  (ATEC) 
architectural  aluminum  extrusion 
coating  line  (KOOl)  in  Mahoning 
County,  Ohio  to  meet  the  volatile 
organic  compounds  (VOC)  limitation  of 
3.5  pounds  of  VOC  per  gallon  of  coating, 
minus  water  (3.5  lbs  of  VOC/gal),  as 
required  by  Ohio  Administrative  Code 
(OAC)  3745-21-09  (U)(l)(a)(iii).  on  a 
monthly  volume-weighted  average  in 
lieu  of  the  daily  volume-weighted 
average  reqired  by  OAC  Rule  3745-21- 
09  (B).  USEPA’s  action  is  based  upon 
one  revision  request  and  several 
amendments  that  were  submitted  by  the 
State. 

USEPA  is  proposing  to  disapprove  this 
revision  because  the  State  did  not 
demonstrate  that  it  is  infeasible  to  use 
add  on  controls  to  comply  with  the 
reasonably  available  control  technology 
(RACT)  emission  limit  on  a  daily  basis 
and  that  an  averaging  period  shorter 
than  1  month  is  not  practicable. 


DATE:  Comments  on  this  revisi<»i  and  on 
the  proposed  USEPA  action  must  be 
received  by  December  16, 1988. 
ADDRESSES:  Copies  of  the  SIP  revision 
are  available  at  the  following  addresses 
for  review:  (It  is  recommended  that  you 
telephone  Uylaine  E.  McMahan,  at  (312) 
886-6031,  before  visiting  the  Region  V 
office.) 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 

Region  V,  Air  and  Radiation  Branch, 

230  South  Dearborn  Street  Chicago, 

Illinois  60604. 

Ohio  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 

Office  of  Air  Pollution  Control,  361 

East  Broad  Street,  Columbus,  Ohio 

43216. 

Coments  on  this  proposed  rule  should 
be  addressed  to:  (Please  submit  an 
original  and  three  copies,  if  possible.) 
Gary  Gulezian,  Chief.  Regulatory 
Analysis  Section,  Air  and  Radiation 
Branch  (5AR-26),  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  Region  V,  230  South 
Dearborn  Street  Chicago.  Illinois  60604. 
FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Uylaine  E.  McMahan,  (312)  886-6031. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On  June 
17, 1985,  July  30, 1985,  and  October  25, 
1985,  the  Ohio  Environmental  Protection 
Aency  (OEPA)  submitted  a  revision 
request,  with  several  amendments  to  its 
ozone  SIP  for  ATEC.  This  revision 
consists  of  (1)  a  monthly  volume- 
weighted  average  limitation  (3.5  lbs.  of 
VOC/gal),  and  (2)  a  never-to-be- 
exceeded  (5.5  lbs  of  VOC/gal  for  any 
coating  used)  limit  for  an  architectural 
aluminum  extrusion  coating  line  (KOOl) 
located  at  ATEC  in  Mahoning  Coimty, 
Ohio,  which  is  an  urban  nonattainment 
area  for  the  national  ambient  air  quality 
standard  (NAAQS)  ozone.  OEPA  also 
submitted  a  request  to  revise  the 
attainment  status  designation  for 
Mahoning  County  from  nonattainment 
to  attainment  for  the  ozone  NAAQS. 

This  redesignation  request  is  under 
USEPA’s  review,  and  USEPA  will 
propose  action  on  it  in  the  near  future. 

Under  the  existing  federally  approved 
SIP,  each  architectural  aluminum 
extrusion  coating  line  is  subject  to  the 
VOC  limitation  containe  din  OAC  Rule 
3745-21-09  (U)(l)(iii)  [3.5  lbs  of  VOC/ 
gal]  and  is  subject  to  the  daily  volume- 
weighted  average  compliance 
requirements  contained  in  OAC  Rule 
3745-21-09  (B).  USEPA  approved  these 
rules  as  meeting  the  RACT  requirements 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act  on  October  31, 1980 
(45  FR  72122),  and  June  29, 1962  (47  FR 
28097). 

In  lieu  of  the  daily  volume-weighted 
average  limitation  required  by  the  SIP, 
the  State  is  proposing  that  the  coatings 
used  in  this  line  (KOOl),  which  applies 
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a  wide  variety  of  coatings  to  various 
types  of  architectural  aluminum 
extrunons,  ^all  not  exceed  3.5  lbs  of 
VOC/gal  as  a  monthly  volume-weighted 
average,  and  5.5  lbs  of  VOC/gal  for  any 
coating  used. 

USEPA’s  January  20, 1984,  policy 
memorandum  entitled  “Averaging  Times 
for  Compliance  with  VOC  Emission 
Limits’*  contains  the  criteria  for 
evaluating  VOC  requests  for  extended 
averaging  which  are  as  follows; 

Criterion  1 

Extended  averaging  can  be  permitted 
where  the  soiuce  operations  are  such 
that  daily  VOC  emissions  cannot  be 
determined,  or  where  the  application  of 
RACT  for  each  emissicm  point  is  not 
economically  or  technically  feasible  on 
a  daily  basis. 

The  Hrst  point  is  not  an  issue  is  this 
case  because  ATEC  has  never  claimed 
that  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  daily 
emissions.  As  to  the  second  point, 
control  could  be  obtained  either  from 
the  use  of  complying  low  solvent 
coatings  or  by  add-<m  controls.  OEPA 
submitted  documentation  from  two 
coating  suppliers  to  demonstrate  that 
complying  aluminum  coatings  are  not 
currently  available.  However,  USEPA 
believes  this  information  is  inconclusive. 

OEPA  believes  that  add-on  control  is 
not  economically  reasonable  for  this 
source  because  the  cost  per  ton  of 
controlling  the  noncomplying  coatings 
(which  exceed  the  SIP  allowable  by  less 
than  10  tons  of  VOC  per  year)  would  be 
excessive.  In  particular,  OEPA  noted 
that  (1)  only  about  20  percent  of  the 
paints  being  used  exceed  3.5  lbs  of 
VOC/gal  and,  dierefore,  add-on  controls 
would  not  be  needed  for  most 
operations,  (Z)  less  than  20  percent  of 
the  VOC  emissions  are  emitted  from  the 
paint  bake  oven,  and  control  equipment 
on  the  oven  would  not  bring  A'TEC  into 
compliance  on  a  daily  basis,  and  (3) 
control  of  the  spray  booth  emissions 
would  require  a  change  in  the  parts 
loading  area  to  enclose  the  spray  area. 
Additionally,  control  of  the  spray  booth 
emissions  would  also  require  a  large 
volume  of  air  to  be  treated  due  to  the 
large  size  of  parts  being  painted. 
However,  O^A  has  not  provided  any 
documentation  of  the  costs  for  add-on 
control  for  this  source. 

If  the  State  demonstrates  conclusively 
that  complying  low-solvent  coatings  are 
unavailable,  then  the  USEPA  would 
consider  an  alternative  RACT 
determination  for  the  existing  coatings. 
USEPA  is  proposing  to  disapprove  this 
revision  because  such  a  demonstration 
has  not  been  submitted. 

A  detailed  discussion  on  the  extent  of 
such  an  investigation  is  contained  in 


Appendix  A  of  the  proposed  rulemaking 
puWshed  on  November  9. 1988  at  53  FR 
45285. 

Criterion  2 

The  area  must  not  lack  an  approved 
SEP  and  there  must  not  be  any  measured 
violations  of  the  ozone  standard. 

ATEC  is  located  in  Mahoning  County, 
which  has  an  approved  1979  ozone  SIP 
and  has  had  no  measured  violations  of 
the  ozone  NAAQS  from  1982  through 
1985.  Hierefore,  this  SIP  revision  request 
is  consistent  with  this  criterion. 

Criterion  3 

A  demonstration  must  be  made  that 
the  use  of  monthly  averaging  (greater 
than  24-hour  averaging]  will  not 
Jeopardize  either  ambient  standards 
attainment  or  the  reasonaUe  further 
progress  (RFP)  plan  for  the  area.  This 
must  be  accomplished  by  showing  that 
die  maximum  daily  increase  in 
emissions  associated  with  numthly 
averaging  is  consistent  with  the 
apjHnved  ozone  SIP  for  the  area. 

OEPA  has  demonstrated  that  the 
growth  margin  for  the  Youngstown  area 
is  able  to  accommodate  the  maximum 
daily  increase  in  emissions  caused  by 
this  revision. 

Criterion  4 

Averaging  times  must  be  as  short  as 
practicable  and  in  no  case  longer  than 
30  days. 

OEPA  did  not  submit  an  adequate 
demonstration  that  it  is  not  feasible  for 
ATEC  to  meet  the  propiosed  limit  using  a 
shwter  averaging  period  (e.g.,  7  days  or 
15  days). 

USEPA  has  reviewed  this  variance 
and  has  determined  that  it  does  not 
meet  all  of  USEPA’s  criteria  for  monthly 
averaging.  Therefore,  USiPA  is 
proposing  disapproval  of  this  variance. 

USEPA  is  providing  a  30-day  comment 
period  on  this  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking.  Public  comments  received 
on  or  before  December  16, 1988,  will  be 
considered  in  U^PA’s  final  rulemaking. 
All  comments  will  be  available  for 
inspection  during  normal  business  hours 
at  the  Region  V  office  listed  at  the  front 
of  this  notice. 

Under  5  U.S.C.  805(b),  I  certify  that 
this  SIP  revision,  if  disapproved,  will  not 
have  a  significant  economic  impact  on  a 
substantial  number  of  small  entities 
because  it  applies  to  only  one  source, 
ATEC,  and  does  not  impose  any  new 
requirement  on  this  source. 

Under  Executive  Order  12291,  this 
action  is  not  "Major”.  It  has  been 
submitted  to  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  (OMB)  for  review. 

Authority:  42  U.S.C.  7401-7642. 


Dated;  March  31, 1987. 

Valdas  V.  Adamkus, 

Regional  Administrator. 

Editorial  Note:  This  document  was  received 
by  the  Office  of  the  Federal  Register 
November  10, 1988. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26425  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45amJ 
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40  CFR  Part  52 

IFRL-3476-1] 

Approval  and  Promulgation  of 
Implementation  Plans;  Ohio 

agency:  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 

Agency  (USEPA). 

action:  Proposed  rulemaking. 

SUMMARY:  U^PA  is  proposing  to 
disapprove  a  site-specific  revision  to  the 
Ohio  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP) 
for  ozone.  This  revision  is  a  request  for 
monthly  averaging  for  volatile  raganic 
compoimd  (VOC)  emissions  for  an 
architectural  ahmunum  extrumon 
coating  line  (KOOl)  at  Astro  Shapes. 
Incorporated  (Astro  Shapes).  This 
facility  is  located  in  Mahoning  County, 
Ohio. 

USEPA  is  proposing  to  disapprove  this 
SIP  revision,  bemuse  it  has  not  been 
demonstrated  that  (1)  complying 
coatings  are  nnavailable,  (2)  that  the 
increase  in  daily  emissions  are 
consistent  with  the  SIP  for  Youngstown, 
and  (3)  that  the  application  of 
reasonably  available  control  technology 
(RACT)  is  infeasible  on  a  less  than 
monthly  basis. 

date:  Comments  on  this  revision  and  on 
the  proposed  USEPA  action  must  be 
received  by  December  16. 1988. 
ADDRESSES:  Copies  of  the  SIP  revision 
are  available  at  the  following  addresses 
for  review:  (It  is  recommended  that  you 
telephone  Uylaine  E.  McMahan,  at  (312) 
886-6031,  before  visiting  the  Region  V 
Office. 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Regional  V,  Air  and  Radiation  Branch. 
230  South  Dearborn  Street,  Chicago, 
Illinois  60604. 

Ohio  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
Office  of  Air  Pollution  Control.  361 
East  fooad  Street  Columbus,  Ohio 
43216. 

Comments  on  this  proposed  rule 
should  be  addressed  to:  (Please  submit 
an  original  and  three  copies,  if  possible) 
Gary  Gulezian,  Chief,  Regulatory 
Analysis  Section,  Air  and  Radiation 
Branch  (5AR-26),  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  Region  V,  230  South 
Dearborn  Street,  Chicago,  Illinois  60604. 
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FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT*. 

Uylaine  E.  McMahan,  Air  and  Radiation 
Branch  (5AR-26),  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  Region  V,  Chicago, 
Illinois  60604,  (312)  886-6031. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On  May 
15, 1986,  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (OEPA)  submitted  a  proposed 
revision  to  its  ozone  SIP,  allowing 
monthly  averaging  for  an  architectural 
aluminum  extrusion  coating  line  (KOOl). 
This  operation  is  located  at  the  Astro 
Shapes  facility  in  Mahoning  County,* 
Ohio,  a  nonattainment  area  for  ozone. 

On  July  17, 1986,  USEPA  notified 
OEPA  that  the  May  15, 1986,  submittal 
requesting  a  monthly  average  for  Astro 
Shapes  was  deficient,  as  stated  in 
USEPA’s  technical  support  document 
(TSD)  dated  July  2, 1986.  OEPA 
submitted  supplemental  information  on 
August  28, 1986,  to  support  this  revision. 

Existing  SIP  Requirements 

Under  the  existing  federally  approved 
SIP,  the  architectural  aluminum 
extrusion  coating  line  (KOOl)  is  subject 
to  the  control  requirements  contained  in 
Ohio  Administrative  Code  (OAC)  Rule 
3745-21-09(U)(l)(a)(iii),  which  limits  the 
VOC  content  of  extreme  performance 
coatings  to  3.5  pounds  of  VOC  per 
gallon  of  coating,  minus  water.  OAC 
Rule  3745-21-04(C)(28)  requires 
compliance  with  the  limit  by  December 
31, 1982.  Compliance  is  to  be  determined 
on  a  24-hour  basis.  USEPA  approved 
these  rules  as  meeting  the  RACT  * 
requirement  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  on 
October  31, 1980  (45  FR  72122),  and  June 
29, 1982  (47  FR  28097), 

Extended  Averaging  Time  Criteria 

USEPA’s  January  20, 1984,  policy 
memorandum,  entitled  “Averaging 
Times  for  Compliance  With  VOC 
Emission  Limits”,  contains  the  following 
criteria  for  evaluating  VOC  requests  for 
extended  averaging: 

Criterion  1 

Extended  averaging  can  be  permitted 
where  the  source  operations  are  such 
that  daily  VOC  emissions  cannot  be 

‘  OEPA  submitted  a  request  to  revise  the 
attainment  status  designation,  at  40  CFR  81.336,  for 
Mahoning  County  for  nonattainment  to  attainment 
for  the  ozone  national  ambient  air  quality  standard 
(NAAQS).  Mahoning  County,  at  this  time,  is 
designated  a  nonattainment  area.  However,  there 
have  been  no  measured  violations  of  the  ozone 
NAAQs  from  1982  through  1985. 

*  A  deHnition  of  RACT  is  contained  in  a 
December  9, 1976,  memorandum  from  Roger 
Strelow,  former  Assistant  Administrator  for  Air  and 
Waste  Management.  RACT  is  defiend  as  the  lowest 
emission  limitation  that  a  particular  source  is 
capable  of  meeting  by  the  application  of  control 
technology  that  is  reasonably  available  considering 
technological  and  economic  feasibility. 


determined,  or  where  the  application  of 
RACT  for  each  emission  point  is  not 
economically  or  technically  feasible  on 
a  daily  basis. 

Criterion  2 

Sources  in  areas  lacking  approved 
SlP’s  or  in  areas  with  approved  SIP’s  but 
showing  measured  violations,  cannot  be 
considered  for  longer  term  averages 
until  the  SIP  has  been  revised 
documenting  ambient  standards 
attainment  and  maintenance  of 
reasonable  further  progress  (RFP) 
(reflecting  the  maximum  daily  emissions 
from  the  source  with  long-term 
averaging). 

Criterion  3 

A  demonstration  must  be  made  that 
the  use  of  long-term  averaging  (greater 
than  24-hour  averaging)  will  not 
jeopardize  either  ambient  standards 
attainment  or  the  RFP  plan  for  the  area. 
This  must  be  accomplished  by  showing 
that  the  maximum  daily  increase  in 
emissions  associated  with  monthly 
averaging  is  consistent  with  the 
approved  ozone  SIP. 

Criterion  4 

Averaging  times  must  be  short  as 
practicable,  and  in  no  case  longer  than 
30  days. 

Analysis 

For  monthly  averaging  to  be 
approved,  it  must  be  demonstrated  that 
it  is  infeasible  to  meet  a  daily  VOC 
RACT  emission  limit,  e.g.,  through  the 
use  of  add-on  control  or  low  solvent 
technology.  If  the  State  demonstrates 
conclusively  that  complying  low-solvent 
coatings  are  available,  then  the  USEPA 
would  consider  an  alternative  RACT 
determination  for  the  existing  coatings. 

In  addition,  it  must  be  demonstrated 
that  a  monthly  averaging  period  is  the 
shortest  period  that  is  practicable  and 
that  the  increase  in  daily  emissions  is 
consistent  with  the  SIP.  OEPA  has 
demonstrated  that  add-on  controls  for 
this  source  would  be  economically 
unreasonable,  but  it  has  not  been 
demonstrated  that  the  source  has 
completely  analyzed  the  possibility  of 
low  solvent  coatings. 

A  detailed  discussion  of  the  extent  of 
such  an  analysis  appears  in  Appendix  A 
of  the  proposed  rulemaking  published  on 
November  9, 1988  at  53  FR  45285. 

Further,  it  has  not  been  demonstrated 
that  the  application  of  RACT  is 
infeasible  on  a  less  than  monthly  basis, 
and  that  the  maximum  increase  in  daily 
emissions  associated  with  monthly 
averaging  is  consistent  with  the 
approved  SIP  for  the  Youngstown  area. 


USEPA  is  proposing  to  disapprove  this 
SIP  revision  for  these  reasons. 

USEPA  is  providing  a  30-day  comment 
period  on  this  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking.  Public  comments  received 
on  or  before  December  16, 1988,  will  be 
considered  in  USEPA’s  final  rulemaking. 
All  comments  will  be  available  for 
inspection  during  normal  business  hours 
at  the  Region  V  Office  address  provided 
at  the  front  of  this  notice. 

Under  5  U.S.C.  605(b),  I  certify  that 
this  SIP  disapproval  will  not  have  a 
significant  economic  impact  on  a 
substantial  number  of  small  entities, 
because  the  effect  of  this  disapproval  is 
to  leave  in  effect  existing  emission 
limitations.  Therefore,  there  is  no 
change  or  any  impact  on  any  source  or 
community.  Additionally,  it  applies  to 
only  one  corporation.  Astro  Shapes. 

Under  Executive  Order  12291,  this 
action  is  not  “Major”.  It  has  been 
submitted  to  the  Offlce  of  Management 
and  Budget  (OMB)  for  review. 

Authority:  42  U.S.C.  7401-7642. 

Dated:  February  10, 1987. 

Valdas  V.  Adamkus, 

Regional  Administrator, 

Editorial  Note:  This  document  was  received 
by  the  Office  of  the  Federal  Register 
November  10, 1988. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26426  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNG  CODE  6S60-S0-M 

40  CFR  Part  52 

IFRL-3477-11 

Approval  and  Promulgation  of 
Implementation  Plans;  Ohio 

agency:  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 

Agency  (USEPA). 

action:  Proposed  rulemaking. 

summary:  USEPA  is  proposing  to 
disapprove  a  site-speciHc  revision  to  the 
Ohio  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP) 
for  ozone.  This  revision  is  a  relaxation 
of  reasonably  available  control 
technology  (RACT)  for  volatile  organic 
compounds  (VOC)  involving  the  Paper 
Products  Company  (PPC)  roll  coating 
line.  This  facility  is  located  in  Hamilton 
County.  Ohio,  an  area  designated  as 
nonattainment  for  ozone. 

USEAP  is  today  proposing  to 
disapprove  this  SIP  because  (1)  it  has 
not  been  demonstrated  that  it  is 
technically  or  economically  infeasible 
for  PPC  to  meet  the  RACT  limit,  and  (2) 
the  State  has  not  shown  that  this 
variance  is  consistent  with  an 
approvable  attainment  demonstration 
for  the  Cincinnati  area. 
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DATE:  Comments  on  this  revision  and  on 
the  proposed  USEPA  action  must  be 
received  by  December  16. 1988. 
ADDRESSES:  Cc^ies  of  the  SIP  revision 
are  available  at  the  following  addresses 
for  review:  (It  is  recommended  that  you 
telephone  Uylaine  E.  McMahan,  at  (312) 
886-6031,  before  visiting  the  Region  V 
office.) 

U.S.  Envircmmental  Protection  Agency, 

Region  V,  Air  and  Radiation  Branch, 

230  South  Dearborn  Street,  Chicago, 

Illinois  60604. 

Ohio  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 

Office  of  Air  Pollution  Control,  361 

East  Broad  Street,  Columbus,  Ohio 

43216. 

Comments  on  this  proposed  rule 
should  be  addressed  to:  (Please  submit 
an  original  and  three  copies,  if  possible.) 
Gary  Gulezian,  Chief,  Regulatory 
Analysis  Section,  Air  and  Radiation 
Branch  (5AR-26),  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  Region  V,  230  South 
Dearborn  Street,  Chicago,  Illinois  60604. 
FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Uylaine  E.  McMahan,  Air  and  Radiation 
Branch  (5AR-26),  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  Region  V,  Chicago, 
Illinois  60604,  (312)  886-6031. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On  July 
16, 1986.  the  Ohio  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (OEPA)  submitted  a 
proposed  relaxation  of  RACT  for  a  roll 
coating  line  at  PPC,  located  in  Hamilton 
County,  Ohio.  The  roll  coating  tine 
produces  paperboard  used  in  the  food 
industry.  The  proposed  relaxation  of 
RACT  includes  the  following  conditions: 

1.  The  source  shall  not  apply  more 
than  10  gallons  of  coatings  in  any  one 
day, 

2.  PPC  must  keep  monthly  records  for 
all  coating  material  used  by  the  source. 

3.  PPC  must  submit  annual  reports  on 
source  emissions. 

The  variance  contains  no  limits  on 
emissions  or  emission  rates. 

On  October  2, 1986,  USEPA  notified 
that  the  July  16, 1986,  submittal  was 
deficient  (see  USEPA’s  September  15, 
1986,  technical  support  document 
(TSD)).  The  OEPA  has  not  responded  to 
USEPA’s  October  2, 1986,  letter. 

Current  VOC  SIP 

Under  the  existing  federally  approved 
SIP,  each  roll  coating  line  is  subject  to 
the  control  requirements  contained  in 
OAC  Rule  3745-21-09(F),  and  the 
compliance  schedule  contained  in  OAC 
Rule  3745-21-04(C)(5).  These  rules 
require  PPC  to  meet  a  limit  of  2.9  pounds 
of  VOC  per  gallon  of  coating,  excluding 
water,  by  April  1, 1982,  USEPA 
approved  these  rules  as  meeting  the 
RACT  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 


(CAA)  on  October  31. 1980  (45  FR 
72122),  and  June  29, 1982  (47  FR  20897). 

Deficiencies  in  the  RACT  Relaxation 

An  exemption  from  the  VOC 
regulations  for  this  source  constitutes  a 
site-specific  relaxation  of  RACT  (i.e.,  a 
source-speciHc  redefinition  of  RACT).  In 
order  for  such  a  relaxation  to  be 
approved  by  USEPA,  PPC  must 
demonstrate  that  compliance  with  the 
applicable  limit  is  technically  or 
economically  infeasible. 

PPC  believes  that  it  is  technically 
infeasible  to  meet  the  emission  limits  of 
2.9  pounds  of  VOC  per  gallon  of  coating 
(excluding  water)  through  the  use  of 
complying  coatings.  According  to  the 
supplier  of  the  vinyl  resin  used  to 
formulate  the  coating  used  for  PPC’s 
paperboard  product,  it  is  technically 
infeasible  to  formulate  a  high  solids 
coating  using  this  resin  due  to  solubility 
constraints.  The  other  available  options 
are  waterbased  coatings  and  coatings 
using  an  exempt  solvent. 

Although  it  may  be  technically 
feasible  to  formulate  a  complying 
coating  using  the  vinyl  resin  and  an 
exempt  solvent  (methlyene  chloride),  the 
manufacturer  of  the  application 
equipment  used  by  PPC  believes  that 
use  of  this  solvent  would  probably  make 
the  existing  equipment  impossible  to 
use.  Therefore,  PPC  believes  the  only 
remaining  alternative  approach  is 
waterbased  coatings.  However,  any 
waterbased  coating  used  by  PPC  for  its 
bakery  trays  must  be  approved  by  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  (FDA). 
According  to  the  resin  supplier,  there 
are  very  few  water-based  resins  and 
polymers  available  that  are  FDA 
approvable.  PPC  claims  that  it  is 
continually  testing  new  water-based 
coatings  as  it  becomes  aware  of  them; 
but  so  far,  nothing  meets  all  of  the 
criteria. 

USEPA  has  reviewed  this  site-specific 
revision  for  PPC  and  determined  that  the 
company  has  not  provided  any 
documentation  to  demonstrate  that  it 
has  been  looking  for  and  testing  water- 
based  coatings.  In  addition,  PPC  must 
provide  documentation  showing  either 
that  add-on  control  is  not  cost-effective 
(on  an  annualized  dollars  per  ton  of 
VOC  controlled  basis),  or  that  the  added 
cost  of  such  equipment  would  make  it 
more  profitable  to  shut  down  the  line 
than  to  remain  operating.  A  detailed 
discussion  of  the  extent  of  an  acceptable 
investigation  of  the  feasibility  of 
meeting  a  SIP  limit  using  complying 
coatings  or  other  controls  is  contained  in 
Appendix  A  of  the  proposed  rulemaking 
published  on  November  9. 1988  at  at  53 
FR  45285. 


Air  Quality  Considerations 

PPC  is  located  in  Hamilton  County 
and  is  part  of  the  Cincinnati  ozone 
demonstration  area.  The  area  is 
designated  nonattainment  for  ozone  and 
currently  does  not  have  an  approved 
attainment  demonstration. 

The  OEPA  believes  that  approval  of 
this  revision  generally  will  not  interfere 
with  attainment  or  maintenance  of  the 
ozone  NAAQS  due  to  the  small  quantity 
of  noncomplying  emissions  (average  of 
11.6  kilograms  per  day  in  1985); 
however,  because  the  variance  does  not 
limit  PPC  to  any  specific  level  of 
emissions,  it  is  not  possible  to  determine 
the  effect  of  this  revision  on  air  quality 
in  the  Cincinnati  area.  This 
determination  would  have  to  be  based 
on  the  highest  emitting  coating  that 
could  be  used. 

A  State  seeking  to  revise  an  USEPA 
approved  emission  limit  fix'  a  source  in  a 
nonattainment  area  ^ould  demcmstrate 
that  the  requested  revision  would  not 
interfere  with  attainment  of  the  ozone 
standard  by  December  31, 1987,  or  with 
RFP  in  the  interm.  It  as  hoe,  the 
requested  revision  is  an  uncoi^iensated 
relaxation  of  an  emission  limit  the  State 
can  meet  this  burden  by,  among  other 
means,  demonstrating  that  the  unrevised 
SIP  provides  for  a  sufficient  “cushion”  to 
accommodate  the  relaxation.  In  other 
words,  the  State  could  demonstrate  that 
the  unrevised  SIP  provides  a  greater 
level  of  control  than  is  necessary  to 
ensure  RFP  and  timely  attainment.  The 
State  has  not  attempted  to  show  that  the 
demonstration  of  attainment  that  it 
submitted  for  Hamilton  County  account 
in  this  way  for  this  relaxation  of  the 
emission  limit. 

Based  upon  the  above  information, 
USEPA  is  proposing  to  disapprove  this 
site-specific  SIP  revision. 

USEPA  is  providing  a  30-day  comment 
period  on  this  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making.  Public  comments  received  on  or 
before  December  16, 1988.  will  be 
considered  in  USEPA’s  final  rulemaking. 
All  comments  will  be  available  for 
inspection  during  normal  business  hours 
at  the  Region  V  office  address  provided 
at  the  front  of  this  notice. 

Under  Executive  Order  12291,  this 
action  is  not  “Major”.  It  has  been 
submitted  to  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  (OMB)  for  review. 

Under  5  U.S.C.  605(b).  the 
Administrator  has  certified  that  SIP 
approvals  do  not  have  a  significant 
economic  impact  on  a  substantial 
number  of  small  entities.  (See  46  FR 
8709). 

Authority:  42  U.S.C.  7401-7642. 


46098 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  53,  No.  221  /  Wednesday,  November  16,  1988  /  Proposed  Rules 


Dated;  December  31, 1986. 

Valdas  V.  Adamkus, 

Regional  Administrator. 

Editorial  Note.  This  document  was  received 
by  the  Office  of  the  Federal  Register 
November  10, 1988. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26427  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  6560-50-M 


40  CFR  Part  180 

[PP  5E3160/P467;  FRL-3477-5] 

Pesticide  Toierances  for  Dimethyi 
T  etrachloroterephthaiate 

AGENCY:  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA). 

ACTION:  Proposed  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  document  proposes  that 
a  tolerance  be  established  for  the 
combined  residues  of  the  herbicide 
dimethyl  tetrachloroterephthalate  and 
its  metabolites  (referred  to  in  this 
document  as  “DCPA”)  in  or  on  the  raw 
agricultural  crop  group  Brassica  (cole) 
leafy  vegetables.  The  proposed 
regulation  to  establish  a  maximum 
permissible  level  for  residues  of  the 
herbicide  in  or  on  the  commodities 
within  the  group  was  requested  in  a 
petition  submitted  by  the  Interregional 
Research  Project  No.  4  (IR-4). 

DATE:  Comments,  identified  by  the 
document  control  number  [PP  5E3160/ 
P467],  must  be  received  on  or  before 
December  16, 1988. 

ADDRESSES;  By  mail,  submit  written 
comments  to: 

Public  Docket  and  Freedom  of 
Information  Section,  Field  Operations 
Programs  (TS-757C),  Office  of 
Pesticide  ^ograms,  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  401  M  St.,  SW., 
Washington,  DC  20460. 

In  person,  bring  comments  to:  Rm.  246, 
CM#2, 1921  Jefferson  Davis  Highway, 
Arlington,  VA  22202. 

Information  submitted  as  a  comment 
concerning  this  document  may  be 
claimed  confidential  by  marking  any 
part  or  all  of  that  information  as 
“Confidential  Business  Information” 
(CBI).  Information  so  marked  will  not  be 
disclosed  except  in  accordance  with 
procedures  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part  2.  A 
copy  of  the  comment  that  does  not 
contain  CBI  must  be  submitted  for 
inclusion  in  the  public  record. 
Information  not  marked  confidential 
may  be  disclosed  publicly  by  EPA 
without  prior  notice.  All  written 
comments  will  be  available  for  public 
inspection  in  Rm.  246  at  the  address 
given  above,  from  8  a.m.  to  4  p.m., 
Monday  through  Friday,  excluding  legal 
holidays. 


FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  By 

mail: 

Hoyt  Jamerson,  Emergency  Response 
and  Minor  Use  Section  (TS-767C), 
Registration  Division,  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  401  M  St.,  SW., 
Washington,  DC  20460. 

Office  location  and  telephone  number: 
Rm.  716C,  CM  #2, 1921  Jefferson 
Davis  Highway,  Arlington,  VA  22202, 
(703)-557-2310. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 

Interregional  Research  Project  No.  4  (IR- 
4),  New  Jersey  Agricultural  Experiment 
Station,  P.O.  Box  231,  Rutgers 
University,  New  Brunswick,  NJ  08903, 
has  submitted  pesticide  petition  5E3160 
to  EPA  on  behalf  of  Dr.  Robert  H. 
Kupelian,  National  Director,  IR-4  Project 
and  the  Agricultural  Experiment  Station 
of  Florida. 

This  petition  requested  that  the 
Administrator,  pursuant  to  section 
408(e)  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and 
Cosmetic  Act,  propose  the 
establishment  of  a  tolerance  for 
combined  residues  of  the  herbicide 
dimethyl  tetrachloroterephthalate 
(DCPA)  and  its  metabolites  monomethyl 
tetrachloroterephthalate  (MTP)  and 
tetrachloroterephthalic  acid  (TP A),  all 
calculated  as  dimethyl 
tetrachloroterephthalate,  in  or  on  the 
raw  agricultural  crop  group  Brassica 
(cole)  leafy  vegetables,  as  defined  in  40 
CFR  180.34(fJ(9)(v)(A),  at  5.0  parts  per 
million  (ppm). 

Tolerances  are  currently  established 
for  residues  of  the  herbicide  in  or  on  the 
following  raw  agricultural  commodities 
in  the  crop  group  Brassica  (cole)  leafy 
vegetables:  Broccoli,  Brussels  sprouts, 
cabbage,  and  cauliflower  at  1  ppm; 
collards  and  kale  at  2  ppm;  and  mustard 
greens  at  5  ppm.  Broccoli,  cabbage  and 
mustard  greens  are  the  representative 
commodities  of  the  proposed  crop  group. 
With  the  establishment  of  the  crop 
group  tolerance,  tolerances  would  be 
established  at  a  uniform  level  for 
residues  of  the  herbicide  at  5  ppm  in  or 
on  broccoli,  Brussels  sprouts,  cabbage, 
cauliflower,  collards,  kale,  and  mustard 
greens  and,  additionall3',  in  or  on  the 
remaining  commodities  within  the  crop 
group  including  kohlrabi,  Chinese 
broccoli,  Chinese  cabbage,  Chinese 
mustard  cabbage,  broccoli  raab,  and 
rape  greens  at  5  ppm.  Although  the  crop 
group  tolerance  for  residues  at  5  ppm 
will  apply  to  all  members  of  the 
Brassica  leafy  vegetable  crop  group  for 
purposes  of  uniformity,  actual  residues 
based  on  registered  use  patterns  are  not 
expected  to  exceed  existing  tolerances 
already  established  for  the  specific 
commodities  listed  above.  The 
incremental  risk  resulting  from  the 


proposed  use  of  DCPA  on  the  remaining 
commodities  in  the  group  will  not 
significantly  increase  dietary  risk. 

The  data  submitted  in  the  petition  and 
other  relevant  material  have  been 
evaluated.  The  pesticide  is  considered 
useful  for  the  purpose  for  which  the 
tolerance  is  sought.  The  toxicological 
data  considered  in  support  of  the 
proposed  tolerance  include: 

1.  A  2-year  rat  feeding  study  with  a 
systemic  no-observed-effect  level 
(NOEL)  of  50  mg/kg/day  (1,000  ppm, 
highest  dose  tested).  The  study  is  not 
acceptable  under  persent  EPA 
Guidelines. 

2.  A  2-year  dog  feeding  study  with  a 
NOEL  greater  than  250  mg/kg  (10,000 
ppm). 

3.  A  rat  teratology  study  with 
maternal  and  fetotoxic  NOELs  of  2,000 
mg/kg/day  (highest  dose  tested). 

Data  considered  desirable  but  lacking 
include:  a  chronic  feeding  study  and  a 
teratology  study,  each  in  a  second 
species;  oncogenicity  studies  in  two 
species;  a  reproduction  study;  and 
mutagenicity  studies. 

DCPA  and  its  metabolites  appear  to 
have  low  acute  and  chronic  toxicity 
based  on  the  limited  studies  that  have 
been  submitted  to  support  the  currently 
registered  pesticide  products.  However, 
the  Agency’s  recent  evaluation  of  DCPA 
raised  concerns  about  the  chronic 
toxicological  effects  of  two 
manufacturing  impurities, 
hexachlorobenzene  (HCB)  and  2,3,7,8- 
tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin  (2,3,7,8- 
TCDD).  The  Agency  performed  a 
preliminary  risk  assessment  based  on 
the  assumption  that  the  impurities  are 
found  in.  DCPA  residues  in  the  same 
proportion  as  they  are  found  in  the 
technical  product.  The  agency  calculates 
the  potential  dietary  oncogenic  risk  from 
registered  uses  of  DCPA  at  2X10"*  for 
HCB  and  1X10"*  for  2.3,7,8-TCDD. 

The  provisional  acceptable  daily 
intake  (PADI),  based  on  the  2-year  rat 
feeding  study  (NOEL  of  50  mg/kg/day, 
or  1,000  ppm)  and  using  a  100-fold  safety 
factor,  is  calculated  to  be  0.5  mg/kg/ 
day.  The  theorectical  maximum  residue 
contribution  (TMRC)  from  existing 
tolerances  for  a  1.5-kg  daily  diet  is 
calculated  to  be  0.006574  mg/kg/day;  the 
current  action  for  Brassica  leafy 
vegetables  will  increase  dietary 
exposure  by  0.0000012  mg/kg/day,  0.02 
percent. 

The  nature  of  the  residues  is 
adequately  understood  and  an  adequate 
analytical  method,  gas-liquid 
chromatography,  is  available  in  the 
Pesticide  Analytical  Manual  (PAM), 

Vol.  II,  for  enforcement  purposes.  There 
are  currently  no  actions  pending  against 
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the  continued  registration  of  this 
chemical. 

Based  on  the  above  information 
considered  by  the  Agency  and  the  fact 
that  there  are  no  animal  feed  items 
involved,  there  will  be  no  secondary 
residues  in  meat,  milk,  poultry,  or  eggs; 
the  tolerance  established  by  amending 
40  CFR  180.185  would  protect  the  public 
health.  Therefore,  it  is  proposed  that  the 
tolerance  be  established  as  set  forth 
below. 

Any  person  who  has  registered  or 
submitted  an  application  for  registration 
of  a  pesticide,  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act  (FIFRA)  as  amended,  which 
contains  any  of  the  ingredients  listed 
herein,  may  request  within  30  days  after 
publication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register  that  this  rulemaking  proposal 
be  referred  to  an  Advisory  Committee  in 
accordance  with  section  408(e)  of  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act. 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to 
submit  written  comments  on  the 
proposed  regulation.  Comments  must 
bear  a  notation  indicating  the  document 
control  number,  [PP  5E3160/P4671].  All 
written  comments  filed  in  response  to 
this  petition  will  be  available  in  the 
Public  Document  and  Freedom  of 
Information  Section,  at  the  address 
given  above  from  8  a.m.  to  4  p.m., 
Monday  through  Friday,  except  legal 
holidays. 

The  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
has  exempted  this  rule  from  the 
requirements  of  section  3  of  Executive 
Order  12291. 

Pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  the 
Regulatory  Flexibility  Act  (Pub.  L.  96- 
354,  94  Stat.  1164,  5  U.S.C.  601-612),  the 
Administrator  has  determined  that 
regulations  establishing  new  tolerances 
or  raising  tolerance  levels  or 
establishing  exemptions  from  tolerance 
requirements  do  not  have  a  signiBcant 
economic  impact  on  a  substantial 
number  of  small  entities.  A  certification 
statement  to  this  effect  was  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  of  May  4, 1981  (46 
FR  24950). 

List  of  Subjects  in  40  CFR  Part  180 

Administrative  practice  and 
procedure.  Agricultural  commodities. 
Pesticides  and  pests.  Recording  and 
recordkeeping  requirements. 
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Dated:  October  31, 1988. 

Edwin  F.  Tinsworth, 

Acting  Director,  Registration  Division.  Office 
of  Pesticide  Programs. 

Therefore,  it  is  proposed  that  40  CFR 
Part  180  be  amended  as  follows: 

PART  180— [AMENDED] 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  Part  180 
continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  21  U.S.C.  346a. 

2.  Section  180.185(a)  is  amended  by 
deleting  the  entries  for  the  commodities 
broccoli,  Brussels  sprouts,  cabbage, 
cauliflower,  collards,  kale,  and  mustard 
greens  and  by  adding  and  alphabetically 
inserting  the  entry  for  the  raw 
agricultural  commodity  crop  group 
Brassica  (cole)  leafy  vegetables,  to  read 
as  follows: 

§  180.185  Dimethyl 
tetrachloroterephthalate;  tolerances  for 


residues. 

(a)  *  *  * 

Commodities 

Parts  per 
million 

Vegetables,  leafy,  Brassica  (code) . 

5 
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BILLING  CODE  6SSO-SO-M 

FEDERAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

47  CFR  Part  73 

[MM  Docket  No.  88-520,  RM-6516] 

Radio  Broadcasting  Services; 
Woodstock  and  Broadway,  VA 

agency:  Federal  Communications 

Commission. 

action:  Proposed  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  document  requests 
comments  on  a  petition  by  Ruarch 
Associates  licensee  of  Station 
WAZR(FM),  Channel  240A  at 
Woodstock.  Virginia,  proposing  the 
substitution  of  Channel  241B1  for 
Channel  240A  at  Woodstock,  and  the 
modification  of  its  license  to  specify 
operation  on  the  higher  class  channel,  as 
a  first  wide  coverage  are  FM  service.  A 
site  restriction  of  23.4  kilometers  (14.5 
miles)  southwest  of  the  community  is 


required.  The  restricted  site  coordinates 
are  38-45-29  and  78-43-36.  In  addition, 
in  order  to  accomplish  this  proposal 
Channel  226A  must  be  substituted  for 
Channel  238A  at  Broadway,  Virginia. 
dates:  Conunents  must  be  filed  on  or 
before  December  29, 1988,  and  reply 
comments  on  or  before  January  13, 1989. 
ADDRESS:  Federal  Communications 
Commission,  Washington,  DC  20554.  In 
addition  to  Bling  conunents  with  the 
FCC,  interested  parties  should  serve  the 
petitioners,  or  their  counsel  or 
consultant,  as  follows:  Howard  W. 
Simcox,  Jr.,  Esquire,  Borsari  &  Paxson, 
2100  M  Street  NW.,  Suite  610, 
Washington,  DC  20037  (Counsel  for 
petitioner). 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Patricia  Rawlings,  (202)  634-6530. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This  is  a 
summary  of  the  Commission’s  Notice  of 
Proposed  Rule  Making,  MM  Docket  No. 
88-520,  adopted  October,  11, 1988,  and 
released  November  8, 1988.  The  full  text 
of  this  Commission  decision  is  available 
for  inspection  and  copying  during 
normal  business  hours  in  the  FCC 
Dockets  Branch  (Room  230),  1919  M 
Street  NW.,  Washington,  DC.  The 
complete  text  of  this  decision  may  also 
be  purchased  from  the  Commission’s 
copy  contractors.  International 
Transcription  Service,  (202)  857-3800. 
2100  M  Street  NW.,  Suite  140, 
Washington,  DC  20037. 

Provisions  of  the  Regulatory 
Flexibility  Act  of  1980  do  not  apply  to 
this  proceeding. 

Members  of  the  public  should  note 
that  from  the  time  a  Notice  of  Proposed 
Rule  Making  is  issued  until  the  matter  is 
no  longer  subject  to  Commission 
consideration  or  court  review,  all  ex 
parte  contacts  are  prohibited  in 
Commission  proceedings,  such  as  this 
one,  which  involve  channel  allotments. 
See  47  CFR  1.1231  for  rules  governing 
permissible  ex  parte  contact 
For  information  regarding  proper  filing 
procedures  for  comments,  see  47  CFR 
1.415  and  1.420. 

List  of  Subjects  in  47  CFR  Part  73 
Radio  broadcasting. 

Federal  Communications  Commission. 

Steve  Kaminer, 

Deputy  Chief,  Policy  and  Rules  Division, 

Mass  Media  Bureau. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26465  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
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This  section  of  the  FEDERAL  REGISTER 
contains  documents  other  than  rules  or 
proposed  rules  that  are  applicable  to  the 
public.  Notices  of  hearings  and 
investigations,  committee  meetings,  agency 
decisions  and  rulings,  delegations  of 
authority,  filing  of  petitions  and 
applications  and  agency  statements  of 
organization  and  furH:tions  are  examples 
of  documents  appearing  in  this  section. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Forms  Under  Review  by  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget 

November  10, 1988. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
submitted  to  OMB  for  review  the 
following  proposals  for  the  collection  of 
information  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  (44  U.S.C. 
Chapter  35)  since  the  last  list  was 
published.  This  list  is  grouped  into  new 
proposals,  revisions,  extensions,  or 
reinstatements.  Each  entry  contains  the 
following  information; 

(1)  Agency  proposing  the  information 
collection;  (2)  title  of  the  information 
collection;  (3)  form  number(s),  if 
applicable;  (4)  how  often  the  information 
is  requested,  (5)  who  will  be  required  or 
asked  to  report;  (6)  an  estimate  of  the 
number  of  responses;  (7)  an  estimate  of 
the  total  number  of  hours  needed  to 
provide  the  information;  (8)  an 
indication  of  whether  section  3504(h)  of 
Pub.  L  96-511  applies;  (9)  name  and 
telephone  number  of  the  agency  contact 
person. 

Questions  about  the  items  in  the 
listing  should  be  directed  to  the  agency 
person  named  at  the  end  of  each  entry. 
Copies  of  the  proposed  forms  and 
supporting  documents  may  be  obtained 
from:  Department  Clearance  Officer, 
USDA,  OIRM,  Room  404-W  Admin. 
Bldg.,  Washington,  DC  20250,  (202)  447- 
2118. 

Comments  on  any  of  the  items  listed 
should  be  submitted  directly  to:  Office 
of  Information  and  Regulatory  Affairs, 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
Washington,  DC  20503,  Attn:  Desk 
Officer  for  USDA. 

If  you  anticipate  commenting  on  a 
submission  but  find  that  preparation 
time  will  prevent  you  from  doing  so 
promptly,  you  should  advise  the  OMB 
Desk  Officer  of  your  intent  as  early  as 
possible. 


Revision 

•  Farmer’s  Home  Administration 

7  CFR 1980-E,  Business  and  Industrial 
Loan  Program 

FmHA  449-2,  -4,  -22, 1980-68,  -70 
Recordkeeping;  On  occasion;  Quarterly 
State  or  lo^  governments;  Businesses 
or  other  for-profit 
17,562  responses;  71,893  hours;  not 
applicable  under  section  3504(h) 
jack  Holston  (202)  382-0736. 

Extension 

•  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service 

CFR  1423  Processed  Commodities 
Warehouse  Standards 
CCC-56,  CCC-29,  29-1,  29-2,  29-3;  CCC- 
32,  CCC-32-1,  32-2;  CCC-560,  CCC- 
55,  CCC-513,  CCC-56-1,  56-2 
On  occasion 

Business  or  other  for-profit;  Small 
businesses  or  organizations;  2,528 
responses;  2,275  hours;  not  applicable 
under  section  3504(h) 

Barry  Klein  (202)  447-4647. 

New 

•  Rural  Electrification  Administration 

Detail  of  Investment  in  Affiliated 
Companies 
REA  Form  479d 
Annually 

Small  businesses  or  organizations;  1,000 
responeses;  500  hours;  not  applicable 
under  section  3504(h) 

Monte  Heppe,  Jr,  (202)  382-8530. 

Lany  K.  Roberson, 

Action  Departmental  Clearance  Officer. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26490  Filed  11-15-88;  &45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  3410-01-M 


Office  of  the  Secretary 

Establishment  of  Agricultural 
Technical  Advisory  Committee  for 
Trade  in  Processed  Foods 

action:  Notice. 


Notice  is  hereby  given  that  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  after  consultation  with 
the  United  States  Trade  Representative, 
proposes  to  establish  an  Agricultural 
Technical  Advisory  Committee  for 
Trade  in  Processed  Foods. 

The  purpose  of  this  committee  is  to 
provide  advice  to  the  Secretary  and  the 
Trade  Representative  with  respect  to  the 
trade  policy  of  the  United  States 


pursuant  to  section  135(c)  of  the  Trade 
Act  of  1974  (Pub.  L.  93-618),  as  amended 
by  the  Trade  Agreements  Act  of  1979 
(Pub.  L.  96-39).  Meetings  of  this 
committee  will  be  open  only  to  members 
of  the  committee  in  accordance  with 
section  135(f)(2)  of  the  Act  unless 
otherwise  determined. 

The  estabhshment  of  this  committee  is 
in  the  public  interest  in  connection  with 
the  duties  of  the  Department  imposed  by 
the  Trade  Act  of  1974,  as  amended  by 
the  Trade  Agreements  Act  of  1979. 

Comments  may  be  submitted  to  Eileen 
M.  Rainey,  Assistant  to  the 
Administrator  for  Advisory  Committees, 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture,  Room  5056 
South  Building,  Washington,  DC  20250 
until  December  1, 1988. 

John ).  Franke,  )r.. 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration. 

Issued  at  Washington,  DC,  this  8th  day  of 
November,  1988. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26414  Filed  11-16-88;  8:45  am| 
BILLING  CODE  3410-10-M 


CIVIL  RIGHTS  COMMISSION 

Nevada  Advisory  Committee;  Agenda 
and  Notice  of  Public  Meeting 

Notice  is  hereby  given,  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Rules  and  Regulations 
of  the  U.S.  Commission  on  CivU  Rights, 
that  the  Nevada  Advisory  Committee  to 
the  Commission  will  convene  at  10:00 
a.m.  and  adjourn  at  12:00  noon  on 
December  2, 1988,  at  the  University  of 
Nevada,  Las  Vegas,  Wright  Hall,  Gold 
Room  #112,  4505  Maryland  Parkway, 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89154.  The  purpose 
of  the  meeting  is  to  discuss  the  draft  of 
the  Committee's  casino  employment 
study  and  to  review  data  on  casino 
employment  collected  from  the  U.S. 
Equal  Employment  Opportunity 
Commission. 

Persons  desiring  additional 
information,  or  planning  a  presentation 
to  the  Committee,  should  contact 
Committee  Chairperson,  Elizabeth  C. 
Nozero  or  Philip  Montez,  Director  of  the 
Western  Regional  Division  (213)  894- 
3437,  (TDD  213/894-0508).  Hearing 
impaired  persons  who  will  attend  the 
meeting  and  require  the  services  of  a 
sign  language  interpreter,  should  contact 
the  Regional  Division  office  at  least  five 
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(5)  working  days  before  the  scheduled 
date  of  the  meeting. 

The  meeting  will  be  conducted 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  Commission. 

Dated  at  Washington,  DC,  November  8, 
1988. 

Melvin  L.  fenkins. 

Acting  Staff  Director, 

[FR  Doc.  88-26387  Filed  11-15-88: 8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  633S-01-M 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Agency  Form  Under  Review  by  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
(0MB) 

DOC  has  submitted  to  0MB  for 
clearance  the  following  proposal  for 
collection  of  information  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Paperwork  Reduction 
Act  (44  U.S.C.  Chapter  35). 

Agency:  Minority  Business 
Development  Agency. 

Title:  Minority  Vendor  Profile  System. 

Form  Number:  Agency — ^MBDA 136; 
OMB-0640-0002. 

Type  of  Request:  Extension  of  the 
expiration  date  of  a  currently  approved 
collection  without  any  change  in  the 
substance  or  in  the  method  of  collection. 

Burden:  100  respondents;  5,000 
reporting  hours. 

Average  Hours  Per  Response:  .5  hours 
or  30  minutes. 

Needs  and  Uses:  This  form  is  used  to 
collect  information  on  minority  business 
capabilities  for  referral  to  procurement 
officials  interested  in  extending  contract 
bidding  opportunities  to  minority  firms. 
Respondents  are  minority  owners  of 
business  firms  capable  of  and  interested 
in  selling  goods  and  services  to 
government  agencies  and  other 
businesses. 

Affected  Public:  Businesses  or  other 
for-profit  institutions,  and  small 
businesses  or  organizations. 

Frequency:  On  occasion. 

Respondent’s  Obligation:  Voluntary. 

OMB  Desk  Officer:  Francine  Picoult, 
395-7340. 

Copies  of  the  above  information 
collection  proposal  can  be  obtained  by 
calling  or  writing  DOC  Clearance 
Officer,  Edward  Michals,  202/377-3271, 
Department  of  Commerce,  Room  H6622, 
14th  and  Constitution  Avenue  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20230. 

Written  comments  and 
recommendations  for  the  proposed 
information  collection  should  be  sent  to 
Francine  Picoult,  OMB  Desk  Officer, 
Room  3208  New  Executive  Office 
Building,  Washington,  DC  20503. 


Dated:  November  10, 1988. 

Edward  Michals, 

Department  of  Clearance  Officer,  Office  of 
Management  and  Organization. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26469  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILUNG  CODE  3510-CW-M 


Export  Now  Advisory  Committee; 

Open  Meeting 

A  meeting  of  the  Export  Now 
Advisory  Committee  will  be  held  on 
January  12, 1989, 10:00  a.m. — 1:00  p.m.  at 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 

Room  4830, 14th  Street  and  Constitution 
Avenue  NW.,  Washington,  DC  20230. 
The  meeting  will  be  open  to  the  public 
with  a  limited  number  of  seats 
available.  Any  member  of  the  public 
may  submit  written  comments 
concerning  the  Committee’s  affairs  at 
any  time  before  or  after  the  meeting. 

The  Committee  was  established  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  on  February 
25, 1988  to  advise  Department  officials 
on  the  objectives  and  conduct  of  the 
Export  Now  Program,  including  methods 
of  increasing  public  awareness  of  the 
advantages  of  exporting,  improving 
Federal  coordination  with  state,  local 
and  private  sector  export  activities,  and 
implementing  programs  of  education 
and  training  to  increase  the  export 
effectiveness  of  all  segments  of  the  U.S. 
economy. 

The  purpose  of  the  meeting  is  to 
report  on  the  status  of  the  Export  Now 
Program  and  to  receive  advice  from  the 
public  on  the  conduct  and  future 
implementation  of  the  program.  A  more 
specihc  agenda  will  be  available  to  the 
public  at  the  beginning  of  the  meeting. 

For  further  information  or  copies  of 
the  minutes,  contact  Lew  W.  Cramer  or 
John  Hayes,  Export  Now  Program, 
Herbert  C.  Hoover  Building,  Room  1066, 
14th  Street  and  Constitution  Avenue 
NW.,  Washington,  DC  20230,  (202)  377- 
2073. 

Date:  November  10, 1988. 

Robert  H.  Brumley, 

General  Counsel. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26447  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  3510-CW-M 


Foreign-Trade  Zones  Board 

[Docket  36-88] 

Greater  New  Haven  Chamber  of 
Commerce;  Application  for  Subzone; 
Miles  Pharmaceutical  Plant,  West 
Haven,  CT 

An  application  has  been  submitted  to 
the  Foreign-Trade  Zones  Board  (the 
Board]  by  the  Greater  New  Haven 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  requesting 


special-purpose  subzone  status  for  the 
pharmaceutical  plant  of  Miles,  Inc.,  in 
West  Haven,  Connecticut.  The 
application  was  submitted  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Foreign-Trade 
Zones  Act,  as  amended  (19  U.S.C.  81a- 
91u],  and  the  regulations  of  the  Board 
(15  CFR  Part  400).  It  was  formally  filed 
on  November  7, 1988.  The  applicant  has 
an  application  pending  with  the  Board 
for  a  general-purpose  foreign-trade  zone 
in  North  Haven,  Connecticut  (FTZ  Doc. 
16-88,  53  FR  9132,  3/21/88). 

The  Miles  plant  (51  acres)  is  located 
at  400  Morgan  Lane  in  West  Haven.  The 
facility  employs  some  1,500  persons  and 
is  used  to  produce  a  number  of 
pharmaceutical  products  such  as 
antibiotics,  antifungals,  anti-infectives, 
and  beta  blockers.  Miles  sources  many 
of  the  bulk  active  ingredients  and 
materials  abroad,  such  as  nifdipine, 
azlocillin,  nitrendipine,  ciprofloxacin, 
desonide,  diethylstilbestrol  ipsapiron, 
mezocillin  sodium,  mycospor,  niclocide, 
nimodipine,  nisoldipine,  praziquantel, 
biltricide,  applicators,  and  gauze.  The 
foreign  material  accounts  for  some  65 
percent  of  direct  costs.  Some  of  the 
products  are  exported. 

Zone  procedures  would  exempt  Miles 
from  Customs  duty  payments  on  foreign 
materials  used  in  its  exports.  On  its 
domestic  sales,  the  compttny  will  be 
able  to  choose  the  same  duty  rate  that 
applies  to  finished  pharmaceutical 
products.  Although  the  active 
ingredients  have  the  same  duty  rate  as 
the  finished  products  under  the  ciurent 
tariff  schedule,  the  applicant  indicates 
that  under  the  Harmonized  Tariff 
System,  which  goes  into  effect  on 
January  1, 1989,  the  ingredients  will 
have  rates  ranging  from  7.4  to  81. 
percent,  whereas  the  end  products  will 
have  rates  of  6.2  or  6.3  percent.  The 
application  indicates  that  zone  savings 
would  help  improve  the  plant’s 
international  competitiveness. 

In  accordance  with  the  Board's 
regulations,  an  examiners  committee 
has  been  appointed  to  investigate  the 
application  and  report  to  the  Board.  The 
committee  consists  of:  Dennis  Puccinelli 
(Chairman),  Foreign-Trade  Zones  Staff, 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce. 
Washington,  DC  20230;  Edward  A. 
Goggin,  Assistant  Regional 
Commissioner,  U.S.  Customs  Service, 
Northeast  Region,  100  Summer  Street, 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02110;  and 
Colonel  Thomas  A.  Rhen,  Division 
Engineer,  U.S.  Army  Engineer  Division 
New  England,  420  Trapelo  Road, 
Waltham,  Massachusetts  02254. 

Comments  concerning  the  proposed 
subzone  are  invited  in  writing  from 
interested  parties.  They  should  be 
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addressed  to  the  Board’s  Executive 
Secretary  at  the  address  below  and 
postmariced  on  or  before  December  28, 
1988. 

A  copy  of  the  application  is  available 
for  public  inspection  at  each  of  the 
following  locations. 

Port  Director’s  Office,  U.S.  Customs 
Service,  Federal  Building,  150  Court 
Street,  New  Haven,  Connecticut  06511 
Office  of  the  Executive  Secretary. 
Foreign-Trade  Zones  Board,  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce,  Room  2835, 
14th  and  Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20230 

Dated:  November  8, 1988. 

John  J.  Da  Ponte,  Jr., 

Executive  Secretary. 

(FR  Doc.  88-28472  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  amj 
BILUNG  CODE  3S1»-OS-M 


International  Trade  Administration 

(A-588-0081 

Certain  Circular  Welded  Carbon  Steel 
Pipes  and  Tubes  From  Taiwan; 
Preliminary  Results  of  Antidumping 
Duty  Administrative  Review  and 
Tentative  Determination  to  Revoke  in 
Part 

agency:  International  Trade 
Admmistration,  Import  Administratim, 
Commerce. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  preliminary  results  of 
antidumping  duty  administrative  review 
and  tentative  determination  to  revoke  in 
part. 

summary:  In  response  to  requests  by  the 
petitioner  and  two  respondents,  the 
Department  of  Commerce  has  conducted 
an  administrative  review  of  the 
antidumping  duty  order  on  certain 
circular  welded  carbon  steel  pipes  and 
tubes  from  Taiwan.  The  review  covers 
four  manufacturers/exporters  of  this 
merchandise  to  the  United  States  and 
the  period  May  1, 1986  through  April  30, 
1987.  The  review  indicates  the  existence 
of  dumping  margins  for  one 
manufacturer  and  zero  dumping  margins 
for  a  second  manufacturer.  Two 
respondents  had  no  shipments. 

As  a  result  of  the  review,  the 
Department  has  preliminarily 
determined  to  assess  dumping  duties 
equal  to  the  calculated  differences 
between  United  States  price  and  foreign 
market  value.  The  Department  has 
tentatively  determined  to  revoke  the 
antidumping  duty  order  with  respect  to 
Yieh  Hsing.  Interested  parties  are 
invited  to  comment  on  these  preliminary 
results  and  tentative  determination  to 
revoke  in  part. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  November  16, 1988. 


FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Anne  D’Alauro  or  Maureen  Flannery, 
Office  of  Antidumping  Compliance, 
International  Trade  Administration,  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce,  Washington, 
DC  20230;  telephone:  (202)  377-2923. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Background 

On  October  20, 1988,  the  Department 
of  Commerce  (“the  Department”) 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  (53  FR 
41218)  the  final  results  of  its  last 
administrative  review  of  the 
antidumping  duty  order  on  certain 
circular  welded  carbon  steel  pipes  and 
tubes  from  Taiwan.  The  petitioner  and 
two  respondents  requested  in 
accordance  with  S  353.53a(a)  of  the 
Commerce  Regulations  that  we  conduct 
an  administrative  review  for  the  period 
May  1, 1986  through  April  30, 1987.  We 
published  a  notice  of  initiation  of  the 
antidumping  duty  administrative  review 
on  June  19. 1987  (52  FR  23330).  'The 
Department  has  now  conducted  that 
administrative  review  in  accordance 
with  section  751  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930 
(“the  Tariff  Act’’), 

On  July  25, 1988,  the  petitioner 
withdrew  its  request  for  review  with 
respect  to  Kao  Hsing  Chang  Iron  and 
Steel  Corp.,  Ltd.  'The  Department  has  not 
honored  the  petitioner’s  withdrawal  of 
their  request  since  this  request  was 
received  404  days  after  initiation  of  the 
review  and  after  the  receipt  of  Kao 
Hsing  Chang’s  response. 

Scope  of  the  Review 

Imports  covered  by  the  review  are 
shipments  of  certain  circular  welded 
carbon  steel  pipes  and  tubes.  The 
Department  defines  such  merchandise 
as  welded  carbon  steel  pipes  and  tubes 
of  circular  cross  section,  with  walls  not 
thinner  than  0.065  inches,  and  0.375 
inches  or  more  but  not  over  4.5  inches  in 
outside  diameter,  which  are  currently 
classifiable  under  items  610.3231, 
610.3234,  610.3241,  610.3242,  610.3243  and 
610.3252  of  the  Tariff  Schedules  of  the 
United  States  Annotated  (“TSUSA”), 
and  under  item  7306.30.50  of  the 
Harmonized  Tariff  Schedule  (“HTS”). 

The  review  covers  four 
manufacturers/exporters  of  certain 
Taiwan  circular  welded  carbon  steel 
pipes  and  tubes. 

United  States  Price 

In  calculating  United  States  price  the 
Department  used  purchase  price,  as 
defined  in  section  772  of  the  Tariff  Act. 
Purchase  price  was  based  on  the  packed 
f.o.b.  or  c.  &  f.  price  to  unrelated 
purchasers  in  the  United  States.  We 
made  adjustments,  where  applicable,  for 
foreign  inland  freight,  ocean  freight. 


brokerage  and  handling  charges, 
warehouse  charges,  taxes  not  collected 
by  reason  of  the  exportation  to  the 
United  States,  and  duty  drawback.  No 
other  adjustments  were  claimed  or 
allowed. 


In  calculating  foreign  market  value  for 
Yieh  Hsing  Enterprise  Co.,  Ltd.,  the 
Department  used  home  market  sales,  as 
defined  in  section  773  of  the  Tariff  Act 
since  there  were  sufficient  sales  of  such 
or  similar  merchandise  in  the  home 
market  We  used  constructed  value,  as 
defined  in  section  773  of  the  Tariff  Act, 
as  the  basis  for  calculating  foreign 
market  value  for  An  Mau  Steel  Co.,  Ltd., 
since  there  were  no  sales  of  such  or 
similar  merchandise  in  the  home  market 
or  to  third  countries. 

Home  market  price  was  based  on  the 
packed  delivered  price  to  unrelated 
customers  in  the  home  market  Where 
applicable,  we  made  adjustments  for 
inland  freight,  and  differences  in  tfie 
credit  expenses  and  the  physical 
characteristics  of  the  mCTchandise.  No 
other  adjustments  were  claimed  or 
allowed. 

We  calculated  constructed  value  as 
the  sum  of  materials  and  fabrication 
costs,  general  expenses,  profit  and  the 
cost  of  packing.  Since  An  Man’s  actual 
general  expenses  were  less  than  ten 
percent  of  the  sum  of  materials  and 
fabrication  costs,  we  used  the  ten 
percent  statutory  minimum  for  general 
expenses,  as  provided  by  section  773  of 
the  Tariff  Act.  We  examined  the 
industry  profit  rate  since  An  Mau  does 
not  sell  the  same  general  class  or  kind  of 
merchandise  in  the  home  market  or  to 
third  countries.  Since  that  profit  rate 
less  than  eight  percent  of  the  sum  of 
materials  costs,  fabrication  costs,  and 
general  expenses,  we  used  the  eight 
percent  statutory  minimum,  as  provided 
by  section  773  of  the  Tariff  Act. 

Preliminary  Results  of  the  Review  and 
Tentative  Determination  to  Revoke  in 
Part 

As  a  result  of  our  comparison  of 
United  States  price  to  foreign  market 
value,  we  preliminarily  determine  that 
the  following  margins  exist: 


Manutacturer/ 

exporter 

Time  period 

Weight- 

ed- 

aver- 

age 

margin 

(per¬ 

cent) 

i 

An  Mau  Steel . 

05/01/86-04/30/87 

0.89 

Far  East  Machinery . 

05/01/86-04/30/87 

•0,00 

Kao  Hsing  Chang 

Iron  and  Steel . 

05/01/86-04/30/87 

•  0  00 

Foreign  Market  Value 
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Manulacturer ' 
exporter 

Time  period 

Wei|ht- 

aver- 

age 

margin 

(per¬ 

cent) 

Yieh  Hsing 

Enterprise . 

05/01/86-04/30/87 

0.00 

*  No  shiptnents  during  the  rewew  period;  margin 
from  last  review  in  there  were  shipmerrts. 


Interested  parties  may  request 
disclosure  and/mr  an  administrative 
protective  order  within  5  days  of  the 
date  of  publication  of  this  notice  and 
may  request  a  hearing  within  ft  days  of 
publication.  Any  hearing,  if  requested, 
will  be  held  35  days  after  the  date  of 
publication,  or  the  first  workday 
thereafter.  Pre-hearing  briefs  a^/or 
written  comments  from  interested 
parties  may  be  submitted  not  later  than 
25  days  after  the  date  of  publication. 
Rebuttal  briefs  and  rebuttals  to  written 
comments,  limited  to  issues  raised  in 
those  comments,  may  be  filed  not  later 
than  32  days  after  the  date  (d 
publication.  The  Department  will 
publish  the  final  results  of  the 
administrative  review  including  the 
results  of  its  analysis  of  any  such 
comments  or  hearing. 

The  Department  shall  determine,  and 
the  Customs  Service  shall  assess, 
antidumping  duties  on  all  appropriate 
entries.  Individual  differences  between 
United  States  price  and  foreign  market 
value  may  vary  from  the  percentage 
stated  above  for  An  Mau.  The 
Department  will  issue  appraisement 
instructions  directly  to  the  Customs 
Service.  _ 

Further,  as  provided  for  tqr  19  CFR 
353.48(b},  a  cash  deposit  of  estimated 
antidumping  duties  based  on  the  above 
margin  shall  be  required  for  An  Mau. 
Because  there  was  no  margin  for  Yieh 
Hsing,  Far  East  Machinery,  and  Kao 
Hsing  Chang  Iron  and  Steel,  no  cash 
deposit  shall  be  required  for  those 
companies.  For  any  future  entries  of  rtiis 
merchandise  from  a  new  exporter,  not 
covered  in  this  or  prior  administeative 
reviews,  whose  first  shipments  occurred 
after  April  30, 1987  and  who  is  unrelated 
to  any  reviewed  firm,  a  cash  deposit  of 
.89  percent  shall  be  required.  These 
deposit  requirements  are  effective  for  all 
shipments  of  certain  Taiwanese  circular 
welded  carbon  steel  pipes  and  tubes 
entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse, 
for  consumption  on  or  after  the  date  of 
publication  of  the  final  results  of  this 
administrative  review. 

Yieh  Hsing  has  requested  partial 
revocation  of  the  order  and,  as  provided 
for  in  §  353.54(e)  of  the  Commerce 
Regulations,  has  agreed  in  writing  to  an 


immediate  suspension  of  liquidation  and 
reinstatement  of  the  order  under 
circumstances  specified  in  the  written 
agreement.  Yieh  Hsing  has  had  no  sales 
at  less  than  fair  value  for  two  years. 
Therefore,  we  tentatively  determine  to 
revoke  in  part  the  order  on  certain 
circular  welded  carbon  steel  pipes  and 
tubes  from  Taiwan  with  respect  to  Yieh 
Hsing.  If  this  partial  revocation  ia  made 
final,  it  will  apply  to  all  unliquidated 
entries  of  this  merchandise 
manufactured  by  Yieh  Hsing  and 
entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse, 
for  consumption  on  or  after  the  date  of 
publication  of  diis  notice. 

This  administrative  review,  tentative 
determination  to  revoke  in  part,  and 
notice  are  in  accordance  with  sections 
751(a)(1)  and  (c)  of  the  Tariff  Act  (19 
U.S.C.  1675(a)(1)  and  (c))  and  19  CFR 
353.53a  and  353.54. 

{an  W.  Mares, 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Import 
Administration. 

Date:  November  8, 1988. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26470  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 
BILUNG  CODE  3510-OC-M 


[C-357-052] 

Non-Rubber  Footwear  From  Argentina; 
Final  Results  of  Countervailing  Duty 
Administrative  Review 

agency:  International  Trade 
Administration,  Import  Administration, 
Commerce. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  final  results  of 
countervailing  duty  administrative 
review. 

summary:  On  April  27, 1988,  die 
Department  of  Commerce  published  the 
preliminary  results  of  its  administrative 
review  of  the  countervailing  duty  order 
on  non-rubber  footwear  from  Argentina. 
We  have  now  completed  that  review 
and  determine  the  total  bounty  or  grant 
during  the  period  January  1, 1986 
through  December  31, 1986  to  be  zero  for 
24  firms  3.13  percent  ad  valorem  for  all 
other  firms. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  November  16, 1960, 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Lorenza  Olivas  or  Bernard  Carreau, 
Office  of  Compliance,  International 
Trade  Administration,  U.S.  Department 
of  Commerce,  Washington,  DC  20230; 
telephone:  (202)  377-2786. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Background 

On  April  27, 1988,  the  Department  of 
Commerce  (“the  Department”) 
publi^ed  in  the  Federal  Register  (53  FR 
15094)  the  preliminary  results  of  its 


administrative  review  of  the 
countsvailing  duty  order  on  non-rubber 
footwear  fiom  Argentina  (44  FR  3474, 
January  17, 1979),  The  Department  has 
now  conducted  that  administrative 
review  in  accordance  with  secdoo  751  of 
the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  ("the  Tariff  Act"). 

Scope  of  Review 

Imports  covered  by  this  review  are 
shipments  of  Argentine  footwear 
described  in  Part  lA  of  Schedule  7  of  the 
Tariff  Schedules  of  the  United  States 
Annotated,  excluding  items  700.5100 
through  700.5400,  700,5700  through 
700.7100,  and  700.9000.  These  produces 
are  currently  classifiable  undv  the 
Harmonized  Tariff  Schedule  (HTS)  item 
number  listed  in  the  Appendix  to  this 
notice. 

The  review  covers  the  period  January 
1, 1986  through  December  31, 1986  and 
three  programs:  (1)  A  rebate  of  indirect 
taxes;  (2)  post-export  financing;  and  (3) 
pre-export  financing. 

Analysis  of  Comments  Received 

We  gave  interested  parties  an 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
preliminary  results.  We  received  written 
comments  from  the  Argentine  Footwear 
Industry  Federation  (**the  Federation”). 

Comment  1:  The  Federation  argues 
that  the  appropriate  benchmark  for 
measuring  the  benefits  from  pre-  and 
post-export  financing  is  the  yearly 
average  of  only  die  regulated  interest 
rates,  not  the  average  of  bodi  the 
regulated  and  the  unregulated  rates.  The 
Federation  points  out  that,  according  to 
the  Subsidies  Appmidix  (46  FR  18016) 
(1984),  the  Department’s  practice  of 
using  a  national  average  commercial 
interest  rate  to  measure  the  benefit  from 
short-term  preferential  loan  programs 
was  adopted  to  avoid  die  administrative 
burden  of  having  to  compute  company- 
specific  benchmarks.  The  Federation 
maintains  that  it  is  not  requesting  the 
Department  to  use  company-spe^c 
benchmarks.  Rather,  because  non- 
rubber  footwear  producers  provided 
evidence  that  they  were  able  to  secure 
standard  commercial  loans  at  the 
regulated  interest  rates,  it  is  asking  the 
Department  to  compute  the  bench^rk 
using  only  those  interest  rates  that  were 
available  to  the  specific  exporters 
covered  by  this  review. 

Department's  Position:  We  disagree. 
The  benchmark  rate  should  reflect  the 
predominant  alternative  sources  of 
short-term  financing  available  to  an 
average  firm  in  Argentina.  Since 
unregulated  interest  rate  loans  make  up 
a  significant  portion  of  the  lending  in 
Argentina,  it  is  appropriate  to  include 
them  in  the  national  average 
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benchmark.  (See  Oil  Country  Tubular 
Goods  from  Argentina;  Final  Results  of 
Countervailing  Duty  Administrative 
Review  (53  FR  846,  January  9, 1987);  and 
Roses  and  Other  Cut  Flowers  from 
Colombia;  Final  Results  of 
Countervailing  Duty  Administrative 
Review  (52  FR  248,  December  28, 1987).) 

Comment  2;  The  Federation  requests 
that  the  Department  correct  certain 
clerical  errors  in  its  calculations  of  the 
benefits  from  the  pre-  and  post-export 
financing  programs  in  the  preliminary 
results. 

Department’s  Position;  With  regard  to 
Mocassino,  we  have  revised  our 
calculations  in  those  instances  where 
we  used  the  incorrect  loan  value  to 
determine  the  pre-export  financing 
benefit.  We  have  also  weight-averaged 
Cerro’s  pre-export  Hnancing  benefits 
based  on  its  non-rubber  footwear 
exports  to  the  United  States. 

In  our  preliminary  results,  we  based 
our  benchmark  rate  on  a  six-month 
average  of  the  regulated  and 
unregulated  interest  rates  because  the 
level  of  pre-  and  post-export  lending  to 
most  of  the  footwear  producers  was 
disproportionately  spread  between  the 
first  and  second  half  of  the  year.  Since 
the  monthly  regulated  and  unregulated 
rates  did  not  vary  greatly  during  the 
review  period,  we  have  now  used  a 
yearly  average  benchmark,  (See  Final 
Affirmative  Countervailing  Duty 
Determinations  and  Countervailing 
Duty  Orders:  Certain  Welded  Carbon 
Steel  Pipe  and  Tube  Products  from 
Argentina,  (53  FR  37619,  September  27, 
1988).) 

Adjusting  for  all  these  changes,  we 
determine  the  benefit  to  be  2,57  percent 
ad  valorem  for  pre-export  financing  and 
0.56  percent  ad  valorem  for  post-export 
financing. 

Comment  3;  The  Federation  argues 
that  the  Department  should  grant  a  zero 
duty  deposit  rate  to  new  companies  that 
did  not  export  to  the  United  States 
during  the  period  of  review.  The  new 
exporters  have  individually  certified 
that  they  have  not  received,  and  will  not 
apply  for,  either  pre-  or  post-export 
financing,  the  two  programs 
preliminarily  found  countervailable  by 
the  Department  in  this  review.  Similarly, 
the  Department  should  grant  a  zero  duty 
deposit  to  three  companies  found  to 
have  received  benefits  during  the  review 
period  that  have  also  certiHed  they  will 
not  receive  either  pre-  or  post-export 
financing  in  the  future. 

Department’s  Position;  Generally,  to 
be  considered  for  a  zero  rate  for 
purposes  of  cash  deposit  of  estimated 
coutervailing  duties,  a  company  must 
have  exported  during  the  review  period. 
If  a  company  has  not  exported  during 


the  review  period,  we  have  no  “track 
record"  on  which  to  rely  in  determining 
the  appropriate  cash  deposit  rate. 
Therefore,  until  the  new  companies 
demonstrate  otherwise,  the  “all  other” 
rate  is  our  best  estimate  of  the 
countervailable  benefits  received  by 
these  companies.  This  has  long  been  our 
practice,  not  only  for  new  companies, 
but  also  for  all  unknown  exporters.  (See 
e.q..  Certain  Textile  Mill  Products  from 
Mexico;  Final  Results  of  Countervailing 
Duty  Administrative  Review  (52  FR 
45010,  November  24, 1987);  cf  Asahi 
Chemical  Industry  Co.  v.  United  States, 
548  F,  Supp.  1261, 1267  (Ct.  Int’l  Trade 
1982)  [Asahi],  holding  reasonable  the 
Department’s  use  of  most  recent  price 
and  value  information  to  establish 
margins  when  there  were  no  entries 
during  the  period  of  review.) 

Our  policy  regarding  the  companies 
that  did  export  during  the  review  period 
is  to  set  a  cash  deposit  rate  that  reflects 
our  best  estimate  of  the  current  benefit 
that  those  companies  receive  from 
countervailable  programs.  We  normally 
change  the  cash  deposit  rate  if  a 
program-wide  change  has  occurred 
before  the  publication  of  our  preliminary 
results,  or  if  some  other  change  has 
occurred  that  we  are  able  to  verify 
before  publishing  the  preliminary 
results.  In  this  case,  neither  has 
occurred  with  respect  to  the  new 
companies  or  the  companies  found  to 
have  received  benefits  during  the  period 
of  review.  Therefore,  we  conclude  that 
the  cash  deposit  rate  should  be  the  same 
as  the  assessment  rate  for  all 
companies. 

Comment  4:  The  Federation  contends 
that  the  cash  deposit  requirements  of  the 
Commerce  Regulations  do  not  apply  to 
new  exporters  because  new  exporters 
were  not  subject  to  an  administrative 
review.  Therefore,  it  is  not  logical  for  the 
Department  to  assign  the  “all  other”  rate 
to  new  exporters.  If  the  Department 
believes  it  must  set  a  cash  deposit  rate 
for  new  exporters,  it  should  base  that 
rate  on  any  relevant  facts  collected 
during  the  review,  including  the 
renunciation  certifications.  In  this  way, 
the  duty  deposit  rate  will  realistically 
correspond  to  the  established  facts. 

Department’s  Position;  We  disagree 
with  the  Federation’s  contention  that  the 
cash  deposit  rate  set  in  an 
administrative  review  does  not  apply  to 
new  exporters.  Section  701  of  the  Tariff 
Act  provides  for  the  imposition  of 
countervailing  duties  on  all  merchandise 
imported  into  the  United  States,  the 
production  or  exportation  of  which 
receives  a  subsidy.  Consequently,  in  an 
administrative  review,  we  review 
exports  of  all  merchandise  except 
exports  of  merchandise  fi'om  companies 


that  have  been  excluded.  We  cannot 
exclude  a  company  from  a 
countervailing  duty  order  once  the  order 
is  issued.  Requests  for  company 
exclusions  must  be  submitted  within  30 
days  of  publication  of  a  ntoice  to  initiate 
an  investigation,  and  the  decision  as  to 
the  exclusion  must  be  made  in  the 
Department’s  final  determination  (19 
CFR  355.38).  No  company  has  been 
excluded  from  this  order.  All  Argentine 
firms  exporting  non-rubber  footwear  to 
the  United  States  are  subject  to  the 
results  of  this  review,  including  the  new 
exporting  firms.  Consequently,  the  “all 
other”  rate  for  duty  deposit  purposes 
applies  to  the  merchandise  exported  to 
the  United  States  by  all  firms,  whether 
or  not  the  firms  exported  during  the 
period  of  review.  [Cf.  Asahi.) 

Comment  5:  The  Federation  claims 
that  the  Department’s  selection  of  the 
“all  other”  rate  as  the  duty  deposit  rate 
for  the  new  exporters  is  arbitrary  and 
capricious.  Since  the  Trade  and  Tariff 
Act  of  1984  provides  for  the  automatic 
assessment  of  countervailing  duties  in 
the  amount  of  the  estimated  duty 
required  at  the  time  of  entry,  the  duty 
deposit  rate  could  become  the  final 
assessed  countervailing  duty  rate  if  a 
review  is  not  requested.  The 
countervailing  duties  actually  assessed 
on  current  entries  by  the  new  exporters 
could  reflect  a  “benefit”  that  bears  no 
relation  whatsoever  to  reality. 

Due  process  is  denied  the  new 
exporters  if  the  duty  deposits  required 
for  1988  and  1989  entries  are  based  on 
outdated  or  erroneous  information  for 
1986. 

Department’s  Position:  We  disagree 
with  the  Federation’s  claim  that  our 
selection  of  the  “all  other”  rate  as  the 
duty  deposit  rate  for  new  exporters  is 
arbitrary  and  capricious.  (See  our 
positions  on  Comments  3  and  4.)  The 
Federation  has  the  opportunity  in 
January  1989  to  request  a  review  of  1988 
entries,  and  in  January  1990,  of  1989 
entries.  If  we  receive  review  requests  for 
those  years,  we  will  collect  updated 
information.  Whether  we  conduct 
reviews  or  follow  the  automatic 
liquidation  procedure,  we  believe  that 
due  process  is  fully  served. 

Final  Results  of  Review 

,  After  considering  all  of  the  comments 
received,  we  determine  the  total  bounty 
or  grant  to  be  zero  for  the  24  firms  listed 
below  and  3.13  percent  ad  valorem  for 
all  other  firms  for  the  period  January  1, 
1986  through  December  31, 1986. 

The  following  firms  received  no 
benefits  during  the  period  of  review: 

1.  Alarsu  S.A. 

2.  Alikon 
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3.  Alpargatas  S.AJ.C. 

4.  Armeny  SA. 

5.  Balassi  E  Hijos  SA. 

6.  Barttolome  Blengio  y  Cia 

7.  Bonsoir  S.R.L 

8.  Boreal  SA 

9.  Camboriu  S.R.I. 

10.  Casa  Corazon  Cueros  S.R.L. 

11.  Costa  S.A. 

12.  Creaciones  Ketal  S.R.L. 

13.  Dinor  S.A. 

14.  E-Meu  S.R.L. 

15.  Fabrica  De  Calzado  M.B.  S.A. 

16.  Jose  Cabrabs  E  Hijos 

17.  Jose  Gravagna  S.A. 

18.  La  Scarpa  S.A. 

19.  Linea  Vanguard  S.A. 

20.  Maori  Calz  S.A. 

21.  Mocasineria  Morganti  S.R.L 

22.  Orlando  Asan 

23.  Pell-Cuer  S.R.L 

24.  Vogue  Shoes  S.R.L. 

The  Department  therefore  will  instruct 
the  Customs  Service  to  liquidate, 
without  regard  to  countervailing  duties, 
entries  of  this  merchandise  from  die  24 
firms  listed  above  and  to  assess 
countervailing  duties  of  3.13  percent  of 
the  f.o.b.  invoice  price  on  shipments  of 
this  merchandise  from  all  other  firms 
exported  on  or  after  January  1, 1986  and 
on  or  before  December  31, 1986. 

Further,  as  provided  by  section 
751(a)(1)  of  the  Tariff  Act,  the 
Department  will  instruct  the  Customs 
Service  to  waive  cash  deposits  of 
estimated  countervailing  duties  on 
shipments  of  this  merchandise  from  the 
24  firms  listed  above  and  to  collect  a 
cash  deposit  of  estimated  countervailing 
duties  of  3.13  percent  of  the  f.o.b.  invoice 
price  on  shipments  from  all  other  firms 
entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse, 
for  consumption  on  or  after  the  date  of 
publication  of  this  notice.  This  deposit 
requirement  shall  remain  in  effect  until 
publication  of  the  final  results  of  the 
next  administrative  review. 

This  administrative  review  and  notice 
are  in  accordance  with  section  751(a)(1) 
of  the  Tariff  Act  (19  U.S.C.  1675(a)(1)) 
and  19  CFR  355.10. 

Jan  W.  Mares, 

Assistant  Secretary,  Import  Administration. 
Date;  November  8, 1988. 

Appendix — Non-Rubber  Footwear  HTS 
Classifications 

6115.91.00.00  6115.93.20.00 
6209.90.40.00  6401.92.30.00 
6401.92.60.00  6401.99.80.00 
6402.11.00.00  6402.19.10.00 
6402.19.50.00  6402.30.30.00 
6402.30.50.00  6402.91.4a00 
6402.91.5a00  6402.99.05.00 
6402.99.10.00  6402.99.15.00 
6402.99.70.00  6402.99.80.00 
6403.11.30.00  6403.11.6a00 


6403.19.15.00  6403.19.45.00 
6403.19.60.00  6403.20.00.00 
6403.30.00i)0  6403.4030100 
6403.40.60.00  640051.30^)0 
6403.51.60.00  6403.51i>i)0 
6403.59.15.00  6403.59.3000 
6403.59.6000  6403.59^00 
6403.91.30.00  6403.91.604)0 
6403.91.90.00  6403.99.2000 
6403.99.4000  6403.9060.00 
6403.99.75.00  6403.99^00 
6404.11.20.00  6404.19.154)0 
6404.19.20.00  6404.19.25.00 
6404.19.30.00  6404.19.354)0 
6404.19.509.00  6404.19.60.00  ^ 
6404.19.7000  ^  6404.13.35.00 
6404.19.504)0  6404.19.604)0 
6404.19.70.00  6404.20.20.00 
6404.20.40.00  6404.2a604X) 
6405.10.00.00  6405m304K) 
6405.20.604X)  6405.20.90.00 
6405.90.90.00  6406.10.05.00 
6406.10.10.00  6406.10.20.00 
6406.10.45.00  6812.50.10.00 
9021.19.804X) 

|FR  Doc.  88-26471  FUed  11-15-88;  8:45  amj 
WLUNG  CODE  3510-OS-M 


Caribbean  Basin  Business  Promotion 
Council;  Open  Meetings 

AGENCIES:  International  Trade 
Administration  and  the  Office  of  the 
U.S.  Trade  Representative. 

SUMMARY:  This  is  the  fourth  meeting  of 
the  Caribbean  Basin  Business  Promotion 
Council  (Council).  The  Council  consists 
of  30  private  sector  members  and  nine 
U.S.  Government  representatives.  The 
Council  was  established  to  advise  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  on  matters 
pertinent  to  implementation  of  the 
Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  (CBl).  The 
Council’s  advice  will  also  be  forwarded 
to  the  interagency  CBI  Task  Force. 

Prior  to  the  meeting  of  the  full  Council, 
there  will  be  an  open  meeting  of  the  936 
Subcommittee  which  consists  of  several 
members  of  the  Caribbean  Business 
Promotion  Council. 

Time  and  Place:  The  936 
Subcommittee  will  meet  at  1:00  pan.  on 
Tuesday,  November  29, 1988  in  the 
Escorial  Room  of  the  Intercontinental 
Hotel,  100  Chopin  Plaza,  Miami,  Florida. 
Immediately  following  that  meeting,  the 
entire  Caribbean  Basin  Business 
Promotion  Council  will  meet  from  2:00 
p.m.  to  approximately  5:00  p.m.  on 
Tuesday,  November  29, 19M  in  the 
Escorial  Room  of  the  Intercontinental 
Hotal,  100  Chopin  Plaza,  Miami,  Florida. 

>  Except  footwear  which  is  over  50  percent  by 
wei^t  of  rubber  or  plastics  or  over  50  percent  by 
«vei^  of  bben  and  rubber  or  plastica  with  at  least 
10  percent  by  weight  being  rubber  or  plastics. 


Proposed  Agenda— 036  Subcommittee 

A  discussion  of  Puerto  Rico’s 
Caribbean  Development  (936)  Program, 
methods  by  which  the  Council  can 
further  promote  the  program,  and  ways 
to  support  its  continued  implementation. 

Proposed  Agenda — Caribbean  Basin 
Business  Promotkm  Council 

Members’  country  visits  reports  and  a 
general  discussion  on  identifying 
Coimcil’s  goals  for  1989. 

Public  Participatian:The  meetings 
will  be  open  to  public  participation  and 
a  period  will  be  set  aside  for  oral 
comments  or  questions.  Any  member  of 
the  public  may  submit  written  comments 
concerning  the  Subcommittee  and 
Council’s  affairs  at  any  time  before  or 
after  the  meetings.  Limited  seating  is 
available  to  the  public. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Paul  D.  Bucher.  Caribbean  Basin 
Information  Center,  U.S.  Department  of 
Commerce.  Main  Commerce  Building, 
Room  3203,  Washingtmi.  DC  2023a 
Telephone  (202)  377-0703.  Copies  of  the 
minutes  of  the  Council's  meetings  will 
also  be  available  at  the  above  office  30 
days  after  the  meetings. 

Date:  November  10, 1988. 

Gordon  Studebaker, 

Director,  CB!  Center. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26468  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  3510-FP-M 


Applications  for  Duty-Free  Entry  of 
Scientific  Instruments;  Louisiana  State 
University  and  AAM  CoRege  et  al. 

Pursuant  to  section  6(c)  of  the 
Educational,  Scientific  and  Cultural 
Materials  Importation  Act  of  1966  (Pub. 
L.  89-651:  80  Stat.  897;  15  CFR  Part  301). 
we  invite  comments  on  the  question  of 
whether  instruments  of  equivalent 
scientific  value,  for  the  purposes  for 
which  the  instruments  shoMm  below  are 
intended  to  be  used,  are  being 
manufactured  in  the  United  States. 

Comments  must  comply  with 
§  301.5(a)(3)  and  (4)  of  ^e  regulations 
and  be  filed  within  20  days  with  the 
Statutory  Import  Progranis  Staff,  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce,  Washington, 
DC  20230.  Applications  may  be 
examined  between  8:30  aan.  and  5:00 
p.m.  in  Room  1523,  U.S.  Department  of 
Commerce,  14th  Street  and  Constitution 
Avenue  NW.,  Washington,  DC. 

Docket  Noj  88-211.  Applicant: 
Louisiana  State  University  and  A&M 
College.  Department  of  Biochemistry. 
314  A.R  Choppin  Hall,  Baton  Rouge.  LA 
70803.  Instrument:  252-CF-Plasma 
Desorption  T-O-F  Mass  Electrometer, 
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Model  BIN-20K.  Manufacturer:  Bio-Ion 
Nordic  AB,  Sweden.  Intended  Use:  The 
instrument  will  be  used  to  examine 
carbohydrates  and  peptides  in  the  mass 
range  of  1000  to  15  000  for  mass 
estimation.  In  addition,  the  instrument 
will  be  used  for  instructing  graduate 
students  and  postdoctoral  fellows  in  its 
use.  Application  Received  by 
Commissioner  of  Customs:  May  17, 1988. 

Docket  No.:  88-311.  Applicant: 
Vanderbilt  University  Medical  Center, 
1161  21st  Avenue  South,  Nashville,  TN 
37232.  Instrument:  Two  (2)  Radioisotope 
Hot  Cells.  Manufacturer  Von  Gahlen 
International,  Inc.,  The  Netherlands. 
Intended  Use:  The  instrument  will  be 
used  to  determine  the  clinical  utility  of 
the  diagnostic  imaging  modality  known 
as  Positron  Emission  Tomography  (PET). 
The  PET  process  concentrates  on 
biochemical  and  metabolic  processes  to 
characterize  normal  and  abnormal 
cellular  activity.  This  type  of  analysis 
may  enable  more  precise  determination 
of  the  extent  and  tj^je  of  brain  tumor 
and  tissue  blood  flow  and  energy 
metabolism  within  the  heart.  The 
objectives  of  the  investigations  will  be 
to  determine  the  instrument’s  potential 
as  a  diagnostic  tool  in  the  following 
areas  of  medicine:  brain  tumors, 
coronary  artery  disease,  epilepsy, 
dementia  (Alzheimer’s  disease),  and 
trauma.  Application  Received  by 
Commissioner  of  Customs:  September 

29, 1988. 

Docket  No.:  89-001.  Applicant:  The 
University  of  Texas  at  Austin, 
Department  of  Chemistry,  Welch  Hall, 
26th  &  Speedway,  Austin,  TX  78712. 
Instrument:  Mass  Spectrometer,  Model 
VG  ZAB-2E.  Manufacturer:  VG 
Instruments,  United  Kingdom.  Intended 
Use:  The  instrument  will  be  used  to 
determine  the  molecular  weight  and 
chemical  structure  for  inorganic  and 
organic  compounds  with  masses  in 
range  up  to  and  in  excess  of  10  000 
dalton.  Application  Received  by 
Commissioner  of  Customs:  October  3, 
1988. 

Docket  No.:  89-002.  Applicant:  The 
Johns  Hopkins  University,  3400  N. 
Charles  Street,  Baltimore,  MD  21218. 
Instrument:  Rapid  Kinetics  Instrument, 
SFM  3/PC.  Manufacturer:  Biologic  Co., 
France.  Intended  Use:  The  instrument 
will  be  used  for  determining  kinetics  of 
protein  association  and  dissociation  by 
subunits  of  human  hemoglobin,  and  for 
reactions  with  other  molecules.  The 
objectives  of  these  studies  are  to 
understand  basic  mechanisms  that  will 
lead  to  the  design  of  artihcial  blood 
substitutes  that  could  be  used  in  civilian 
disasters,  blood  banking  deficits  or 
military  defense.  Application  Received 


by  Commissioner  of  Customs:  October 

12, 1988. 

Docket  No.:  89-003.  Applicant:  The 
Catholic  University  of  America,  620 
Michigan  Avenue,  NE..  Washington,  DC 
20064.  Instrument-  DMDP  High 
Resolution  Spectrometer,  Model  2000 
with  Accessories.  Manufacturer 
SOPRA,  France.  Intended  Use:  ’The 
instrument  will  be  used  for  a  wide  range 
of  studies  including  collision-induced 
Rayleigh  light  scattering  spectra  studies 
to  determine  the  structural  relaxation 
times  in  liquids  composed  of  complex 
molecules,  and  raman  spectra  very  close 
to  the  exciting  line  will  be  studied  in 
solutions  containing  DNA  to  discover  if 
the  prediction  of  low  lying  resonances  in 
DNA  is  true.  The  instrument  will  also  be 
used  in  the  training  of  graduate  students 
in  physics,  chemistry  and  biology. 
Application  Received  by  Commissioner 
of  Customs:  October  12, 1988. 

Docket  No.:  89-004.  Applicant:  North 
Shore  University  Hospital,  300 
Community  Drive,  Manhasset,  NY  11030. 
Instrument:  Electron  Microscope,  Model 
JEM  lOOCX.  Manufacturer  JEOL  Ltd., 
Japan.  Intended  Use:  The  instrument 
will  be  used  in  the  following  research 
projects: 

1.  Studies  on  diabetic  glomerular 
disease  in  an  animal  model. 

2.  Stereological  analysis  of  monocytes 
in  leukemic  patients  and  normal 
individuals. 

3.  Studies  on  intestinal  structure,  fluid 
transport  and  malnutrition. 

The  objectives  of  thes  studies  will  be 
to  evaluate  quantitative  structural 
alterations  in  absorptive  epithelial  cells 
that  may  play  a  role  in  the  mechanism  of 
the  fluid  transport  inhibition,  to 
investigate  the  role  of  vesicle  mediated 
exchanges  in  intestinal  fluid  transport 
regulation  by  determining  the  extent  of 
endocytosis  utilizing  extracellular 
tracers,  to  determine  the  effect  of 
malnutrition  on  structural  alterations 
occurring  during  fluid  transport 
alterations.  In  addition,  the  instruments 
will  be  used  for  post-graduate  training  of 
Anatomic  Pathology  medical  residents 
and  M.D.  Fellows  in  laboratory 
research.  Application  Received  by 
Commissioner  of  Customs:  October  19, 
1988. 

Docket  No.:  89-005.  Applicant:  Florida 
Department  of  Business  Regulation, 
Division  of  Pari  Mutual  Wagering, 
Bureau  of  Laboratory  Services,  725 
South  Bronough  Street,  Tallahassee,  FL 
32399-1039.  GC/Mass  Spectrometer/DS, 
MAT  90.  Manufacturer:  Finnigan  MAT, 
West  Germany.  Intended  Use:  The 
instrument  will  be  used  to  develop  new 
methodology  to  determine  whether  any 
drugs  or  medication  are  present  in  the 


body  fluids  of  racing  animals  and  to 
develop  and  validate  new  methodology 
in  order  to  detect  and  positively  identify 
micro-quantities  of  drugs  or  medications 
present  in  the  body  fluids  of  animals. 
Compounds  of  interest  will  include 
synthetic  drugs  and  those  of  bio-organic 
origin  (e.g.,  steroids).  A  great  deal  of 
effort  will  be  spent  attempting  to 
identify  unknown  compounds  and  drugs 
from  confiscated  items  such  as 
hypodermic  needles  or  syringes,  in 
which  only  a  drop  of  thin  film  of  drug 
remains  in  the  barrel  or  needle. 
Application  Received  by  Commissioner 
of  Customs:  October  19, 1988. 

Docket  No.:  89-006.  Applicant: 
Louisiana  State  University  Medical 
Center,  School  of  Medicine  in 
Shreveport,  Department  of  Anatomy, 

P.O.  Box  33932/1501  Kings  Highway, 
Shreveport,  LA  71130-3932.  Instrument: 
Electron  Microscope,  Model  CM  10. 
Manufacturer:  N.V.  Philips,  The 
Netherlands.  Intended  Use:  The 
instrument  will  be  used  for  a  wide  range 
of  research  projects  which  include  but 
are  not  limited  to  the  following: 

(1)  Identification  of  the  various 
subtypes  of  T-lymphocytes  in  the 
mammary  gland  during  pregnancy  and 
lactation. 

(2)  Identification  of  the  mechanism  of 
tranist  of  leukocytes  through  epithelia. 

(3)  Experiments  designed  to  ascertain 
transferrin  localization  in  erythroid  cells 
during  the  critical  period  in  which  iron  is 
being  released  from  transferrin. 

(4)  Studies  of  vascular  smooth  muscle 
and  peripheral  nerve  ultrastructure. 

(5)  Visualization  of  the  membranes  of 
the  epithelial  cells  and  bacteria  as  they 
translocate  the  gut  membranes. 

(6)  Research  to  delineate  the  three- 
dimensional  arrangement  of  cytoskeletal 
elements  in  the  supranuclear  Golgi 
region  of  the  goblet  cell. 

In  addition,  the  instrument  will  be 
used  by  students  in  the  anatomy 
Graduate  Program  to  conduct  various 
research  projects.  Application  Received 
by  Commissioner  of  Customs:  October 

20, 1988. 

Docket  No.:  89-007.  State  University 
of  New  York  at  Albany,  1400 
Washington  Avenue,  Albany,  NY  12222. 
Instrument:  Cryo-Stop-Flow 
Spectrofluorimeter,  Model  SF-41. 
Manufacturer:  Hi-Tech,  United 
Kingdom.  Intended  Use:  The  instrument 
will  be  used  for  detailed  studies  of  the 
reversible  binding  and  activating 
characteristics  of  copper(I)  compounds 
containing  organic  polyamine  organic 
ligands.  These  include  studies  to 
determine  oxygen  affinities  and  carbon 
monoxide  affinities,  i.e.,  thermodynamic 
parameters  (by  temperature  dependent 
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studies),  rates  (kinetics]  of  oxygen 
binding,  detailed  mechanisms  of  the 
binding  process  as  a  function  of  the 
particular  materials  (compound],  ability 
to  oxidize  organic  compounds  and 
mechanism  of  such  processes. 
Application  Received  by  Commissioner^ 
of  Customs:  October  20, 1988. 

Frank  W.  Creel, 

Director,  Statutory  Import  Programs  Staff. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26473  Filed  11-15-88: 8:45  am] 
BILUNG  CODE  3510-DS-M 


Minority  Business  Development 
Agency 

Business  Development  Center 
Applications;  Tennessee 

agency:  Minority  Business 
Development  Agency,  Commerce. 
action:  Notice. 

summary:  The  Minority  Business 
Development  Agency  (MBDA] 
announces  that  it  is  soliciting 
competitive  applications  under  its 
Minority  Business  Development  Center 
(MBDC]  Program  to  operate  an  MBDC 
for  a  3-year  period,  subject  to  available 
funds.  The  cost  of  performance  for  the 
first  12  months  is  estimated  at  $216,776 
for  the  project  performance  of  04/1/89  to 
03/31/90.  The  MBDC  will  operate  in  the 
Memphis,  Tennessee,  Metropolitan 
Statistical  Area  (MSA).  The  first  year 
cost  for  the  MBDC  will  consist  of 
$184,260  in  Federal  Funds  and  a 
minimum  of  $32,516  in  non-Federal 
funds  (which  can  be  a  combination  of 
cash,  in-kind  contribution  and  fees  for 
services]. 

The  funding  instrument  for  the  MBDC 
will  be  a  cooperative  agreement  and 
competition  is  open  to  individuals,  non¬ 
profit  and  for-profit  organizations,  local 
and  state  governments,  American  Indian 
tribes  and  educational  institutions. 

The  MBDC  will  provide  management 
and  technical  assistance  to  eligible 
clients  for  the  establishment  and 
operation  of  businesses.  The  MBDC 
program  is  designed  to  assist  those 
minority  businesses  that  have  the 
highest  potential  for  success.  In  order  to 
accomplish  this,  MBDA  supports  MBDC 
programs  that  can:  Coordinate  and 
broker  public  and  private  sector 
resources  on  behalf  of  minority 
individuals  and  firms;  offer  them  a  full 
range  of  management  and  technical 
assistance;  and  serve  as  a  conduit  of 
information  and  assistance  regarding 
minority  business. 

Applications  will  be  judged  on  the 
experience  and  capability  of  the  firm 
and  its  staff  in  addressing  the  needs  of 
minority  business  individuals  and 


organizations;  the  resources  available  to 
the  firm  in  providing  management  and 
technical  assistance;  the  firm’s  proposed 
approach  to  performing  the  work 
requirements  included  in  the 
application;  and  the  firm's  estimated 
cost  for  providing  such  assistance.  It  is 
advisable  that  applicants  have  an 
existing  office  in  the  geographic  region 
for  which  they  are  applying.  The  MBDC 
will  operate  for  a  3-year  period  with 
periodic  reviews  culminating  in  annual 
evaluations  to  determine  if  lading  for 
the  project  should  continue.  Continued 
funding  will  be  at  the  discretion  of 
MBDA  based  on  such  factors  as  an 
MBDC’s  satisfactory  performance,  the 
availability  of  funds,  and  Agency 
priorities. 

CLOSING  date:  The  closing  date  for 
applications  December  14, 1988. 
Applications  must  be  postmarked  on  or 
before  December  14, 1988. 

ADDRESS:  Atlanta  Regional  Office, 
Minority  Business  Development  Agency, 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Suite 
505,  Atlanta,  Georgia  30309,  404/347- 
3438. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Carlton  L.  Eccles,  Regional  Director  of 
The  Atlanta  Regional  Office. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Questions  concerning  the  preceding 
information,  copies  of  application  kits 
and  applicable  regulations  can  be 
obtained  at  the  above  address. 

(Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance, 
11.800  Minority  Business  Development) 

Note. — A  pre-application  conference  to 
assist  all  interested  applicants  will  be  held  at 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Minority 
Business  Development  Agency,  1371 
Peachtree  Street  NE.,  Suite  505,  Atlanta, 
Georgia,  Tuesday,  November  29, 1988,  at 
10:00  a.m. 

Carlton  L.  Eccles, 

Regional  Directar,  Atlanta  Regional  Off  ice. 
[FR  Doc.  88-26406  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  amj 
BILUNG  CODE  3S10-21-M 


COMMITTEE  FOR  THE 
IMPLEMENTATION  OF  TEXTILE 
AGREEMENTS 

Announcement  of  an  Import  Limit  for 
Certain  Cotton  Textile  Products 
Produced  or  Manufactured  in  the 
German  Democratic  Republic,  East 
Germany 

November  10, 1988. 

AGENCY:  Committee  for  the 
Implementation  of  Textile  Agreements 
(GITA). 


action:  Issuing  a  directive  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Customs  establishing  a 
limit  for  the  new  agreement  year. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  January  1, 1989. 

Authority:  Executive  Order  11651  of  March 
3, 1972,  as  amended:  section  204  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1854) 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Jerome  Turtola,  International  Trade 
Specialist,  Office  of  Textiles  and 
Apparel,  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
(202]  377-4212.  For  information  on  the 
quota  status  of  this  limit,  refer  to  the 
Quota  Status  Reports  posted  on  the 
bulletin  boards  of  each  Customs  port. 

For  information  on  embargoes  and  quota 
re-openings,  call  (202]  377-3715. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  A  copy 
of  the  current  bilateral  textile  agreement 
between  the  Governments  of  the  United 
States  and  the  German  Democratic 
Republic  is  available  from  the  Textiles 
Division,  Economic  Bureau,  U.S. 
Department  of  State,  (202]  647-1998. 

A  description  of  the  textile  and 
apparel  categories  in  terms  of  HTS 
numbers  is  available  in  the 
CORRELATION:  Textile  and  Apparel 
Categories  with  the  Harmonized  Tariff 
Schedules  of  the  United  States 
Annotated  (see  Federal  Register  notice 
53  FR  44937,  published  on  November  7, 
1988]. 

The  letter  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Customs  and  the  actions  taken  pursuant 
to  it  are  not  designed  to  implement  all  of 
the  provisions  of  the  bilateral 
agreement,  but  are  designed  to  assist 
only  in  the  implementation  of  certain  of 
its  provisions. 

Ronald  I.  Levin, 

Acting  Chairman,  Committee  for  the 
Implementation  of  Textile  Agreements 

Committee  For  The  Implementation  of  Textile 

Agreements 

November  10, 1988 

Commissioner  of  Customs, 

Deportment  of  the  Treasury, 

Washington,  D.C.  20229. 

Dear  Mr.  Commissioner.  Under  the  terms  of 
section  204  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1854);  pursuant  to  the 
Bilateral  Cotton  Textile  Agreement,  effected 
by  exchange  of  notes  dated  December  10, 

1986  and  February  27, 1987,  between  the 
Governments  of  the  United  States  and  the 
German  Democratic  Republic;  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Executive 
Order  11651  of  March  3, 1972,  as  amended, 
you  are  directed  to  prohibit,  effective  on 
January  1, 1989,  entry  into  the  United  States 
for  consumption  and  withdrawal  from 
warehouse  for  consumption  of  cotton  textile 
products  in  Category  334.  produced  or 
manufactured  in  Germany  and  exported 
during  the  twelve-month  period  beginning  on 
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January  1, 1389  and  extending  through 
December  31, 1989.  in  excess  of  19,500  dozen. 

Imports  charged  to  the  category  limit  for 
the  period  January  1, 1938  through  December 
31, 1988  shall  be  charged  against  the  level  of 
restraint  to  the  extent  of  any  unfilled  balance. 
In  the  event  the  limit  established  for  that 
period  has  been  exhausted  by  previous 
entries,  such  goods  shall  be  subject  to  the 
level  set  forth  in  this  directive. 

The  restraint  limit  set  forth  above  is 
subject  to  adjustment  in  the  future  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  current  bilateral 
agreement  between  the  Governments  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Democratic  Republic. 

In  carrying  out  the  above  directions,  the 
Commissioner  of  Customs  should  construe 
entry  into  the  United  States  for  consumption 
to  include  entry  for  consumption  into  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico. 

The  Committee  for  the  Implementation  of 
Textile  Agreements  has  determined  that  this 
action  falls  within  the  foreign  affairs 
exception  to  the  rulemaking  provisions  of  5 
U.S.C.  553(a)(1). 

Sincerely. 

Ronald  1.  Levin, 

Acting  Chairman,  Committee  for  the 
Implementation  of  Textile  Agreements. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26455  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  SSIO-DR-M 

Announcement  of  Import  Limits  for 
Certain  Cotton  and  Man-Made  Fiber 
Textile  Products  Produced  or 
Manufactured  in  the  Arab  Republic  of 
Egypt 

November  10, 1988. 

AGENCY:  Committee  for  the 
Implementation  of  Textile  Agreements 
(CITA). 

actiom:  Issuing  a  directive  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Customs  establishing 
limits  for  the  new  agreement  year. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  January  1, 1969. 

Authority:  Executive  Order  11651  of  March 
3. 19Z2,  as  amended;  section  204  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1854). 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  COMTACr. 

Janet  Heinzen,  International  Trade 
Specialist,  Office  of  Textiles  and 
Apparel,  U  S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
(202)  377-4212.  For  informatiDn  on  the 
quota  status  of  diese  limits  refer  to  the 
Quota  Status  Reports  posted  on  die 
bulletin  boards  of  eac^  Customs  port. 

For  infonnaticm  on  embargoes  and  quota 
re-openings,  call  (202J  377-3715. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  A  Copy 
of  the  current  bilateral  agreement 
between  the  Governments  of  the  United 
States  and  the  Arab  Republic  of  Egypt  is 
available  from  the  Textiles  Division, 
Economic  Bureau,  U.S.  Department  of 
State.  (202)  647-1998. 

A  description  of  die  textile  and 
apparel  categories  in  terms  of  HTS 


numbers  is  available  in  the 
CORRELATION:  Textile  and  Apparel 
Catergories  with  the  Harmonized  Tariff 
Schedule  of  the  United  States  Annotated 
(see  Federal  Register  notice  53  FR  44937, 
published  on  November  7, 1988). 

The  letter  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Customs  and  the  actions  taken  pursuant 
to  it  are  not  designed  to  implement  all  of 
the  provisions  of  the  bilateral 
agreement,  but  are  designed  to  assist 
only  in  the  implementation  of  certain  of 
its  provisions. 

Ronald  I.  Levin, 

Acting  Chairman,  Committee  for  the 
Implementation  of  Textile  Agreements. 

Committee  For  The  Implementation  of  Textile 

Agreements 

November  10, 1988 

Commissioner  of  Customs, 

Department  of  the  Treasury. 

Washington,  D.C.  20229. 

Dear  Mr.  Commissioner:  Under  the  terms  of 
Section  204  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  as 
amended  (7  U.SC.  1854):  and  the 
Arrangement  Regarding  International  Trade 
in  Textiles  done  in  Geneva  on  December  20. 
1973,  as  further  extended  on  July  31, 1986; 
pursuant  to  the  Bilateral  Textile  Agreement, 
effected  by  exchange  of  notes  dated 
December  7  and  28, 1977,  as  amended  and 
extended,  between  the  Governments  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Arab  Republic  of 
Egypt;  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  Executive  Order  11651  of  March  3, 1972.  as 
amended,  yott  are  directed  to  prohibit 
effective  on  January  1, 1989,  entry  into  the 
United  States  for  consumption  and 
withdrawal  from  warehouse  for  consumption 
of  cotton  and  man-made  fiber  textile  products 
in  the  following  categories,  produced  or 
manufactured  in  Egypt  and  exported  during 
the  twelve-month  period  which  begins  on 
January  1, 1989  and  extends  through 


December  31, 1989,  in  excess  of  the  following 
levels  of  restraint; 

Category 

Twelve-month  restraint  limit 

216-220,  224-227, 

56,683,000  square  meters 

313-317  and 

equivalent. 

326,  as  a  group. 
SiMevels  in  the 
group; 

218 . 

2,508,000  square  meters. 

219 . . 

14,421,000  square  meters 

220 . 

14,421,000  square  meters. 

224 . 

14,421,000  square  meters. 

225 . . 

14,421,000  square  meters. 

226 . 

14,421,000  square  meters. 

227 . 

14,421,000  square  meters. 

313 . 

23,073,600  square  meters. 

314. .  . 

14.421,000  square  meters. 

315 . . 

14,421.000  square  meters. 

317 . 

14,421,000  square  meters. 

326 . 

2,508,000  square  meters. 

Limils  not  in  a 
group; 

300/301 . 

5,315,253  kilograms  of  which 

339 . 

not  n»ore  than  786,587  kilo¬ 
grams  shall  be  in  Category 
301. 

Imports  charged  to  the  category  limits  for 
the  period  January  1, 1988  through  December 
31, 1968  shall  be  charged  against  those  levels 
of  restraint  to  the  extent  of  any  unfilled 
balances.  In  the  event  the  limits  established 
for  that  period  have  been  exhausted  by 
previous  entries,  such  goods  shall  be  subject 
to  the  levels  set  forth  in  this  directive. 

The  limits  set  forth  above  are  subject  to 
adjustment  in  the  future  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  current  bilateral  agreement 
betv,feen  the  Governments  of  the  United 
Stales  and  the  Arab  Republic  of  Egypt. 

In  carrying  out  the  above  directions,  the 
Commissioner  of  Customs  should  construe 
entry  into  the  United  States  for  consumption 
to  include  entry  for  consumption  into  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico. 

The  Committee  for  the  Implementation  of 
Textile  Agreements  has  determined  that 
these  actions  fall  within  the  foreign  affairs 
exception  to  the  rulemaking  provisions  of  5 
U.S.C.  553(a)(1). 

Sincerely, 

Ronald  1.  Levin, 

Acting  Chairman,  Committee  for  the 
Implementation  of  Textile  Agreements. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26454  Filed  11-15-68;  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  3510-0P-M 

Amendment  of  Import  Limits  for 
Certain  Wool  Textile  Products 
Produced  or  Manufactured  in  Uruguay 

November  10, 1988. 

AGENCY:  Committee  for  the 
Implementation  of  Textile  Agreements 
(QTA). 

ACTION:  Issuing  a  directive  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Customs  amending 
limits. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  January  1, 1989. 

Authority:  Executive  Order  11651  of  March 
3, 1972,  as  amended;  section  204  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1854) 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Naomi  Freeman,  International  Trade 
Specialist,  Office  of  Textile  and 
Apparel,  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce. 
(202)  377-4212.  For  information  on  the 
quota  status  of  these  limits,  refer  to  the 
Quota  Status  Reports  posted  on  the 
bulletin  boards  of  each  Customs  port. 

For  information  on  embargoes  and  quota 
re-openings,  call  (202)  377-3715. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Based 
upon  the  implementation  of  the 
Flarmonized  Commodity  Code  on 
January  1, 1989,  the  current  limits  for 
Categories  433,  435  and  442  are  being 
amended. 

A  description  of  the  textile  and 
apparel  categories  in  terms  of  HTS 
numbers  is  available  in  the 
CORRELATION;  Textile  and  Apparel 
Categories  with  the  Harmonized  Tariff 
Schedule  of  the  United  States  Annotated 
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(see  Federal  Register  notice  53  FR  44937, 
published  on  November  7, 1988).  Also 
see  53  FR  24121,  published  on  June  27, 
1988. 

Ronald  I.  Levin, 

Acting  Chairman,  Committee  for  the 
Implementation  of  Textile  Agreements. 

Committee  for  the  Implementation  of  Textile 

Agreements 

November  10, 1988. 

Commissioner  of  Customs, 

Department  of  the  Treasury, 

Washington,  D.C.  20229. 

Dear  Mr.  Commissioner:  This  directive 
amends,  but  does  not  cancel,  the  directive 
issued  to  you  on  June  22, 1988  by  the 
Chairman,  Committee  for  the  Implementation 
of  Textile  Agreements.  That  directive 
concerns  imports  of  cotton  and  wool  textile 
products,  produced  or  manufactured  in 
Uruguay  and  exported  during  the  period  |uly 
1, 1988  through  June  30, 1989. 

Effective  on  January  1, 1989,  the  limits  for 
wool  textile  products  in  the  following 
categories  are  being  increased: 


Category 

Amended  twelve- 
month  restraint 
limit '  (dozen) 

433 . 

15,487 

435 . . . 

45,172 

442  . . . 

29,560 

■  The  limits  have  not  been  adjusted  to  account  tor 
any  imports  exported  after  June  30,1988. 


The  Committee  for  the  Implementation  of 
Textile  Agreements  has  determined  that 
these  actions  fall  within  the  foreign  affairs 
exception  to  the  rulemaking  provisions  of  5 
U.S.C.  553(a)(1). 

Sincerely, 

Ronald  1.  Levin, 

Acting  Chairman,  Committee  for  the 
Implementation  of  Textile  Agreements. 

|FR  Doc.  88-26456  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  3510-OR-M 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
Department  of  the  Army 

Military  Traffic  Management 
Command;  Military/Industry  Mobile  * 
Homes  Symposium;  Open  Meeting 

Announcement  is  made  of  meeting  of 
the  Military/Industry  Mobile  Homes 
Symposium.  This  meeting  will  be  held 
on  November  28, 1988  at  Headquarters, 
Military  Traffic  Management  Command, 
5611  Columbia  Pike,  Falls  Church, 
Virginia,  and  will  convene  at  0930  hours 
and  adjourn  at  approximately  1500 
hours. 

Proposed  Agenda 

The  purpose  of  the  symposium  is  to 
provide  an  open  discussion  and  free 
exchange  of  ideas  with  the  public  on 


procedural  changes  to  Personal  Property 
Traffic  Management  Regulation,  DOD 
4500.34-R,  and  the  handling  of  other 
matters  of  mutual  interest  concerning 
the  Department  of  Defense  Personnel 
Property  Shipment  and  Storage  Program. 

All  interested  persons  desiring  to 
submit  topics  to  be  discussed  should 
contact  the  Commander,  Military  Traffic 
Management  Command,  ATTN:  MT- 
PPM,  at  telephone  number  758-1600, 
between  0800-1530  hours.  Topics  to  be 
discussed  should  be  received  on  or 
before  November  18, 1988. 

Dated:  October  31, 1988. 

Kenneth  L.  Denton, 

Department  of  the  Army,  Alternate  Liosun 
Officer  for  the  Federal  Register. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26416  Filed  11-15-88;  8;45  amj 


In  accordance  with  37  CFR  404.7, 
announcement  is  made  of  the 
availability  of  a  high-Q  stress- 
compensated  crystal  device  for 
exclusive  licensing.  An  inventor  at  the 
U.S.  Army  Electronics  Technology  and 
Devices  Laboratory  (USAETDL)  has 
been  granted  a  patent  on  a  new  type  of 
quartz  crystal  resonator.  The  rights  to 
the  resonator  belong  to  the  United 
States  Government. 

In  addition  to  the  desirable  properties 
of  temperature  and  stress  compensation 
exhibited  by  the  well  known  SC-cut,  this 
new  resonator  (provisionally  designated 
the  SK-cut]  is  designated  to  have  the 
highest  possible  Q  for  a  quartz  crystal 
resonator,  almost  double  that  of  the  SC- 
cut.  Such  an  improvement  in  Q  implies 
the  potential  for  over  20dB  reduction  in 
close-in  phase  noise  with  this  device. 
Laboratory  tests  of  prototype  resonators 
have  been  completed. 

Under  the  authority  of  section  11 
(a)(2)  of  the  Federal  Technology 
Transfer  Act  of  1986  (Pub.  L  99-502)  and 
section  207  of  Title  35,  United  States 
Code,  the  Department  of  the  Army  as 
represented  by  USAETDL  wishes  to 
exclusively  license  rights  to  the  new 
resonator  to  a  party  interested  in 
manufacturing  and  selling  the  resonator. 
FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Mr.  John  A.  Kosinski,  U.S.  Army 
Electronics  Technology  and  Devices 


Laboratory,  ATTN;  SLCET-MA,  Fort 
Monmouth,  N)  07703-5000;  (201)  544- 
2843 

John  O.  Roach,  II, 

Army  Liaison  Officer  with  the  Federal 
Register. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26388  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  3710-0S-M 


U.S.  Army  Laboratory  Command; 
Availability  of  a  Method  of  Making  a 
Low  Aging  Piezoelectric  Resonator  for 
Exclusive  Licensing 

In  accordance  with  37  CFR  404.7, 
announcement  is  made  of  the 
availability  of  a  method  of  making  a  low 
aging  piezoelectric  resonator  for 
exclusive  licensing.  An  inventor  at  the 
U.S.  Army  Electronics  Technology  and 
Devices  Laboratory  (USAETDL)  has 
been  granted  a  patent  on  a  technique  for 
reducing  contaimination  transfer  within 
the  enclosure  of  a  precision  resonator. 
The  rights  to  the  technique  belong  to  the 
United  States  Government. 

The  new  technique  involves 
appropriate  application  of  a  d.c.  electric 
field  to  the  resonator  and  package  in 
order  to  reduce  unwanted  transfer  of 
residual  contaminants  within  the 
resonator  enclosure.  The  technique  may 
readily  be  applied  to  existing  package 
types. 

Under  the  authority  of  section  11 
(a)(2)  of  the  Federal  Technology 
Transfer  Act  of  1986  (Pub.  L  99-502)  and 
section  207  of  Title  35,  United  States 
Code,  the  Department  of  the  Army  as 
represented  by  USAETDL  wishes  to 
exclusively  license  rights  to  the  new 
method  to  a  party  interested  in 
employing  the  method  in  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  piezoelectric 
resonators. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  John  A.  Kosinski,  U.S.  Army 
Electronics  Technology  and  Devices 
Laboratory,  ATTN:  SLCET-MA,  Fort 
Monmouth,  N)  07703-5000;  (201)  544- 
2843 

John  O.  Roach,  II, 


[FR  Doc.  88-26389  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am.) 
BILUNG  CODE  3710-OS-M 


BILLING  CODE  3710-M-M 


U.S.  Army  Laboratory  Command; 
Availability  of  a  High^  Stress- 
Compensated  Crystal  Device  for 
Exclusive  Licensing 


Army  Liaison  Officer  with  the  Federal 
Register. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 


DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

[CFDANo;:e4.117E1 

Notice  Inviting  Applications  for  New 
Awards  for  Field>lnitiated  Studies 
Under  the  Educational  Research  Grant 
Program  for  Fiscal  Year  1989 

Purpose:  To  support  field-initiated 
studies  designed  to  advance  educational 
theory  and  practice. 

Weighting  for  Selection  Criteria:  The 
program  regulations  at  34  Qll 
700.20(b)(4)  authorize  the  Secretary  to 
distribute  an  additional  25  points  among 
the  criteria  described  in  the  regulations 
at  §  700.22  to  bring  the  total  to  a 
maximum  of  100  points.  The  Secretary 
will  distribute  the  reserved  25  points  as 
follows;  15  additional  points  to  the 
criterion  at  §  700.22(f)  (Significance), 
bringing  the  total  for  this  criterion  to  30 
points;  and  10  additional  points  to  the 
criterion  at  §  700.^g)  (Technical 
soundness),  bringing  the  total  for  this 
criterion  to  25  points. 

Deadline  for  Transmittal  of 
Applications:  March  3, 1889 
Applications  Available:  December  2. 
1988 

Available  Funds:  $500,000 
Estimated  Range  of  Awards:  $30,000  to 
$70,000 

Estimated  Average  Size  of  A  wards: 
$50,000 

Estimated  Number  of  Awards:  10 
Project  Period:  12  to  18  months 
Applicable  Regulations:  (a)  The 
regulations  for  the  Educational  Research 
Grant  Program.  34  CFR  Part  700.  Final 
regulations  for  this  program  were 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  July 
18, 1988  (53  FR  27108),  (b)  The  Education 
Department  General  Administrative 
Regulations,  34  CFR  Parts  74.  75,  77,  and 
78. 

For  Applications  or  Information 
Contact  Ms.  Delores  Monroe,  Office  of 
Research,  Office  of  Educational 
Research  and  Improvement,  U.S. 
Department  of  Education,  555  New 
Jersey  Avenue  NW.,  Washington,  DC 
20208-5646.  Telephone  Number  (202) 
357-6223. 

Prograai  Authority:  20  U.S.C.  1221e. 

Dated:  November  10, 1988. 

Patricia  M.  Hines, 

Acting  Assistant  Secretary  for  Educational 
Research  and  Improvement. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26506  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am| 
BILLING  CODE  4000-01-11 

National  Advisory  Council  on 
Educational  Research  and 
Improvement;  Meeting,  Education 

agency:  National  Advisory  Council  on 
Educational  Research  and  Improvement. 


ACTION:  Full  council  meeting  of  the 
National  Advisory  Council  on 
Edocationai  Research  and  Improvement. 

summary:  This  notice  sets  forth  the 
schedule  and  agenda  of  a  forthcoming 
meeting  of  the  National  Advisory 
CouiK^  on  Educational  Research  and 
Improvement  This  notice  also  describes 
the  functions  of  the  Council.  Notice  of 
this  meeting  is  required  under  section 
10(aH2)  of  the  Federal  Advisory 
Committee  Act. 

DATE:  December  8  and  9, 1988. 

ADDRESS:  Tha  Council  will  meet  on 
December  8  from  10:30  a.m.  to  4  p.m.  at 
the  President’s  Room  of  the  University 
of  Miami  Faculty  Club,  1550  Brracia 
Avenue,  Coral  Gables,  Florida  33124. 

The  Council  will  continue  its  meeting  in 
the  same  location  ftom  9  a.m.  to  3:30 
p.m.  on  December  9. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Mary  Grace  Lucier,  Executive  Director, 
National  Advisory  Council  on 
Educational  Research  and  Improvement, 
330  C  Street  SW.,  Room  4076, 
Washington,  DC  20202-7579,  (202)  732- 
1205. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 

Council  is  authorized  by  section  405  of 
the  1972  Education  Amendments,  Pub.  L. 
92-318,  as  amended  by  the  Higher 
Education  Amendments  of  1986  (Pub.  L 
99-498,  20  U.S.C.  1221e).  The  Council 
advises  the  President,  the  Secretary  of 
Education,  and  the  Congress  on  policies 
and  activities  carried  out  by  the  Office 
of  Educational  Research  and 
Improvement. 

Meetings  of  the  Council  are  open  to 
the  public.  The  agenda  for  December  8 
includes  briefings  on  the  initiatives 
undertaken  by  the  Dade  County  School 
System  to  assist  students  at  risk  and  to 
prevent  dropping  out,  and  reports  on 
efforts  to  prevent  drug  abuse  and 
illiteracy.  On  December  9  members  will 
discuss  character  education,  academic 
and  career  counseling  and  issues  in 
bilingual  education. 

Records  are  kept  of  all  Council 
Proceedings  and  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  Office  of  the  National 
Advisory  Council  on  Educational 
Research  and  Improvement,  330  C  Street 
SW.,  Room  4076,  Washington,  DC 
20202-7579,  from  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  to  5 
p.m.  Monday  through  Friday. 

Dated:  November  10. 1988. 

Mary  Grace  Lucier, 

Executive  Director. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26444  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am[ 
BILLING  CODE  4000-01-M 


Office  of  Fossil  Energy 

National  Petroleum  Council;  Open 
meeting 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub. 

L.  92-463,  86  Stat.  770),  notice  is  hereby 
given  of  the  following  meeting: 

Name:  National  Petroleum  Council. 

Date  and  Time:  December  13, 1988, 9 
a.m. 

Place:  The  Madison  Hotel.  Dolley 
Madison  Ballroom,  15th  &  M  Streets, 
NW.,  Washington,  DC. 

Contact  Margie  D.  Diggers  taff,  U.S. 
Department  of  Energy,  Office  of  Fossil 
Energy  (FE-1),  Washington,  DC  20585, 
Telephone:  202/586-4695. 

Purpose:  To  provide  advice, 
information,  and  recommendations  to 
the  Secretary  of  Energy  on  matters 
relating  to  oil  and  gas  or  the  oil  and  gas 
industry. 

Tentative  Agenda 

— Call  to  order  by  Edwin  L.  Cox, 
Chairman,  National  Petroleum  Council. 

— Remarks  by  the  Honorable  John  S, 
Herrington,  Secretary  of  Energy. 

— Report  of  the  NPC  Committee  on 
Petroleum  Storage  and  Transportation. 

— Consideration  of  administrative 
matters. 

— Discussion  of  any  other  business 
properly  brought  before  the  National 
Petroleum  Council. 

— Public  comment  (10-minute  rule). 

— Adjournment. 

Public  Participation:  The  meeting  is 
open  to  the  public.  The  chairperson  of 
the  Council  is  empowered  to  conduct  the 
meeting  in  a  fashion  that  will  facilitate 
the  orderly  conduct  of  business.  Any 
member  of  the  public  who  wishes  to  file 
a  written  statement  with  the  Council 
will  be  permitted  to  do  so,  either  before 
or  after  the  meeting.  Members  of  the 
public  who  wish  to  make  oral 
statements  pertaining  to  agenda  items 
should  contact  Margie  D.  Biggerstaff  at 
the  address  or  telephone  number  listed 
above.  Requests  must  be  received  at 
least  five  days  prior  to  the  meeting  and 
reasonable  provision  will  be  made  to 
include  the  presentation  on  the  agenda. 

Transcripts:  Available  for  public 
review  and  copying  at  the  Public 
Reading  Room,  Room  lE-190,  Forrestal 
Building,  1000  Independence  Avenue, 
SW..  Washington,  DC,  between  9:00  a.m. 
and  4:00  p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday, 
except  Federal  holidays. 
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Issued  at  Washington.  DC  on  November  9, 
1988. 

J.  Robert  Franklin, 

Deputy  Advisory  Committee  Management 
Officer. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26496  Fikd  11-15-88;  8:45  amj 
BILLING  CODE  64S0-01-M 


Economic  Regulatory  Administration 

[ERA  Docket  No.  88-45-NG] 

Consolidated  Fuel  Corp.;  Order 
Granting  Blanket  Authorization  to 
Import  and  Export  Natural  Gas  From 
and  to  Canada  and  Mexico 

agency:  Economic  Regulatory 
Administration,  DOE. 
action:  Notice  of  order  granting  blanket 
authorization  to  import  and  export 
natural  gas. 

SUNIMARY:  The  Economic  Regulatory 
Administration  (ERA)  of  the  Department 
of  Energy  (DOE)  gives  notice  that  it  has 
issued  an  order  granting  Consolidated 
Fuel  CorporaticHi  (Consolidated)  blanket 
authorization  to  import  and  export 
natural  gas  from  and  to  Canada  and 
Mexico.  The  order  issued  in  ERA  Docket 
No.  88-45-NG  authorizes  Consolidated 
to  import  and  export  up  to  a  total  of  100 
Bcf  of  natural  gas  from  and  to  Canada 
and  Mexico,  over  a  two-year  period 
beginning  on  the  date  of  first  delivery. 

A  copy  of  this  order  is  available  for 
inspection  and  copying  in  the  Natural 
Gas  Division  Docket  Room,  3F-056. 
Forrestal  Building,  1000  Independence 
Avenue  SW.,  Washington,  DC  20585, 
(202)  586-9478.  The  dodcet  room  is  open 
between  the  hours  of  8K)0  ajsL  and  4:30 
p.nu  Monday  through  Friday,  except 
Federal  holidays. 

Issued  in  Washington,  DC,  November  8, 
198a 

Constance  L.  Buckley, 

Acting  Director,  Office  Fuels  Programs, 
Economic  Regulatory  Administration. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26497  Filed  11-15-88:  *45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  64SO-OV-M 


ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

lFRL-3476-9] 

Agency  Information  Collection 
Activities  Under  0MB  Review 

agency:  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA). 
action:  Notice. 

summary:  In  compliance  with  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  (44  U.S.C. 
3501  et  seq.),  this  notice  announces  that 


the  Information  Collection  Request  (ICR) 
abstracted  below  has  been  forwarded  to 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
(OMB)  for  review  and  comment.  The 
ICR  describes  the  nature  of  the 
information  collection  and  its  expected 
cost  and  burden;  where  appropriate,  it 
includes  the  actual  data  collection 
instrumenL 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATIOM  CONTACT. 
Sandy  Farmer  at  EPA,  (202)  382-2740. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Office  of  Water 

Title:  National  Operations  and 
Maintenance  Excellence  Awards 
Program  Questionnaire  (EPA  ICR 
#1287). 

Abstract:  This  program  awards 
publicly  owned  treatment  works 
(POTWs)  for  outstanding  operation  and 
maintenance  of  their  plants.  POTWs 
submit  questionnaires  only  if  they  would 
like  to  be  considered  for  an  award.  An 
EPA  panel  selects  award-winners  based 
on  established  criteria.  States  review 
questionnaires  before  forwarding  them 
to  EPA. 

Burden  Statement:  The  estimated 
public  reporting  burden  fw  this 
collection  of  informatiem  is  2  hours  per 
POTW  and  3.2  hours  po*  State  each 
year.  This  estimate  includes  the  time  to 
read  instructions,  gather  necessary  data, 
and  complete  and  review  the 
questionnaires. 

Respondents:  States  and  FTOWs. 
Estimated  No.  of  Respoadaits:  320. 
Estimated  Total  Annual  Burden  on 
Respondents:  640  hours. 

Frequency  of  Collection:  1  response 
per  year. 

Send  comments  regarding  the  burden 
estimate,  or  any  other  aspect  of  this 
collection  of  information,  including 
suggestimis  for  reducing  the  burden,  to: 
Sandy  Farmer,  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  InformaticHi  Policy 
Branch  (PM-223),  401  M  Street  SW, 
Washin^on,  DC  20460 
and 

Tim  Hunt.  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  Office  of  Informatiem  and 
Regulatory  Affairs,  726  Jackson  Place 
NW..  Washington.  DC  20503, 
(Telephone  (202)  395-3084). 

OMB  Responses  to  Agency  PRA 
Clearance  Requests 

EPA  ICR  #  1221;  Milk  Cow  and 
Population  Survey,  was  approved  10/19/ 
88;  OMB  #  2080-0017;  expires  10/31/91. 

EPA  ICR  #  1230.04:  New  Source 
Review  and  Prevention  of  Significant 
Detericuation  Permitting  Programs;  was 
approved  10/13/88;  OMB  #  2060-0003; 
expires  8/31/89. 


EPA  ICR  #  0624.04;  Ocean  Dumping 
Regulation — Reports  and  Recordkeeping 
to  Obtain  Permit  Request  Designation, 
and  Report  on  Permitted  Dumping 
Activities;  was  approved  10/11/88;  OMB 
#  2040-0008,  expires  10/31/91. 

EPA  ICR  #  0002.03;  General 
Pretreatment  Regulations  For  E3usting 
And  New  Sources;  was  approved  10/11/ 
88;  OMB  #  204O-4XX)9,  expires  4/30/90. 

EPA  ICR  #  0801;  Uniform  Hazardous 
Waste  Manifest  For  Generators, 
Transporters,  and  Disposal  Facilities; 
was  approved  10/14/88;  OMB  #  2050- 
0039,  expires  12/31/88. 

EPA  ICR  #  1473;  Health  Significance 
of  Bacteria  Found  In  Point-Of-Entry 
Granular  Activated  Filters;  was 
approved  10/25/88;  OBM  #2080-0034; 
expires  3/31/90. 

Date:  November  2, 1988. 

Paul  Lapsley, 

Director,  Informaiioa  and  Regulatory  Systems 
Division. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26429  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  6$«O-S0-« 


(ER-FRL-3475-31 

Chetco  River,  OR;  Ocean  Dredged 
Material  Disposal  Site;  Intent  To 
Prepare  an  Environmentat  impact 
Statement 

agency:  U.S.  Environmental  protection 
Agency  (EPA),  Region  10. 
action:  Notice  of  intent  to  prepare  an 
environmental  impact  statement  (EIS) 
on  the  final  designation  of  an  interim 
Ocean  Dredged  Material  Eh^posal  Site 
(ODMDS)  located  off  the  Chetco  River, 
Oregon. 

PURPOSE:  The  U.S.  EPA.  Region  10.  in 
accordance  with  section  102(2Xc}  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA),  and  with  the  cooperation  of  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  Portland 
District,  will  prepare  a  draft  EIS  on  the 
designation  of  an  ODMDS  off  the 
Chetco  River,  Oregon.  The  EIS  will 
provide  the  information  necessary  to 
designate  an  ODMDS.  This  Notice  of 
Intent  is  issued  pursuant  to  secb’on  102 
of  the  Marine  Protectiem,  Research,  and 
Sanctuaries  Act  (MPRSA)  of  1977,  and 
40  CFR  Part  228  (Criteria  for  die 
Management  of  Disposal  Sites  for  Ocean 
Dumping). 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  AND  TO  BE 
PLACED  ON  THE  PROJECT  MAILING  LOT 
CONTACT  Mr.  John  Malek,  Ocean 
Dumping  Coordinator,  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
Region  10, 1200  Sixth  Avenue  WD-138, 
Seattle,  Washington,  98101-3188, 1%one 
(206)  442-1286.  Questions  regarding 
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disposal  site  studies  may  also  be 
directed  to:  Mr.  Rudd  Turner,  U.S.  Army 
Engineer  District,  Planning  Division, 

P.O.  Box  2946.  Portland,  Oregon  97208- 
2946.  Phone  (503)  221-6463. 
summary:  The  Chetco  River  navigation 
channel  requires  periodic  maintenance 
dredging  to  ensure  safe  navigation. 
Disposal  of  dredged  sediments  at  an 
interim  designated  ODMDS  has 
occurred  in  the  past.  Studies  to  support 
final  site  designation  were  conducted  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Portland  District, 
and  coordinated  with  EPA,  Region  10. 
Designation  of  a  final  ODMDS  site  at 
this  location  will  provide  a  feasible  and 
environmentally  acceptable  disposal 
site  for  present  and  anticipated  future 
maintenance  work  in  the  area. 

Need  for  Action 

The  Corps  of  Engineers,  Portland 
District,  has  requested  that  EPA 
designate  an  ODMDS  offshore  the 
Chetco  River,  Oregon,  for  disposal  of 
sediments  dredged  to  maintain  the 
federally  authorized  navigation  project 
and  for  disposal  of  materials  during 
other  actions  authorized  in  accordance 
with  section  103  of  the  MPRSA.  EPA  has 
voluntarily  committed  to  prepare  EISs  in 
conjunction  with  ocean  dumping  site 
designations.  This  EIS  will  provide  the 
necessary  information  to  evaluate 
alternatives  and  designate  a  preferred 
ODMDS. 

Alternatives 

1.  No  action:  The  no  action  alternative 
is  defined  as  not  designating  an  ocean 
disposal  site  and  termination  of  ocean 
disposal  for  this  area. 

2.  Alternative  disposal  options  in  the 
nearshore,  mid-shelf,  and  shelf  break 
region  of  the  Pacific  Ocean,  and  on  the 
uplands. 

Scoping 

A  scoping  meeting  is  not 
contemplated.  Scoping  will  be 
accomplished  with  affected  federal, 
state,  and  local  agencies,  and  with 
interested  parties  by  correspondence, 
telephone  contract,  etc. 

Estimated  Date  of  Release 

The  draft  EIS  will  be  available  in 
Spring  1989. 

Responsible  Official 

Gary  L.  O’Neal  for  Robie  G.  Russell, 
Regional  Administrator,  Region  10. 

Dated:  November  8, 1988. 

Richard  E.  Sanderson, 

Director,  Office  of  Federal  Activities. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26419  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  amj 
BIU.INO  CODE  6560-S0-M 


[FRL-3477-2] 

National  Drinking  Water  Advisory 
Council;  Open  Meeting 

Under  section  (10](a)(2)  of  Pub.  L,  92- 
423,  “The  Federal  Advisory  Committee 
Act,”  notice  is  hereby  given  that  a 
meeting  of  the  National  Drinking  Water 
Advisory  Council  established  under  the 
Safe  Drinking  Water  Act,  as  amended 
(Pub.  L.  99-339),  will  be  held  at  9:00  a.m. 
on  December  1, 1988,  and  at  8:30  a.m.  on 
December  2, 1988,  at  the  St.  James  Hotel, 
650  24th  Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC, 
in  the  St.  James  Room.  Council 
Subcommittees  will  hold  meetings  on 
November  29  and  30, 1988. 

The  main  purpose  of  this  meeting  is  to 
update  the  Council  on  the  status  of  and 
comments  received  on  the  Proposed 
Primary  Enforcement  Responsibility 
Regulation  and  the  Proposed  Lead  and 
Copper  Regulation.  The  Council  will 
receive  a  briefing  on  the  Draft  Primary 
Drinking  Water  Regulations  for 
Radionuclides,  Synthetic  Organic 
Chemicals  and  Inorganic  Chemicals 
(Phase  II),  and  Disinfection/Disinfection 
By-Products.  The  Council  will  also  hear 
a  panel  discussion  on  the  cost 
implications  of  Agency  regulations  on 
the  water  supply  community. 

This  meeting  will  be  open  to  the 
public.  The  Council  encourages  the 
hearing  of  outside  statements  and  will 
allocate  a  portion  of  its  meeting  time  for 
public  participation.  Oral  statements 
will  be  limited  to  ten  minutes.  It  is 
preferred  that  there  be  one  presenter  for 
each  statement.  Any  outside  parties 
interested  in  presenting  an  oral 
statement  should  petition  the  Council  by 
telephone  at  (202)  382-2285.  The  petition 
should  include  the  topic  of  the  proposed 
statement,  the  petitioner’s  telephone 
number  and  should  be  received  by  the 
Council  before  November  28, 1988. 

Any  person  who  wishes  to  file  a 
written  statement  can  do  so  before  or 
after  a  Council  meeting.  Written 
statements  received  prior  to  the  meeting 
will  be  distributed  to  the  members 
before  any  final  discussion  or  vote  is 
completed.  Statements  received  after  a 
meeting  will  become  part  of  the 
permanent  meeting  file  and  will  be 
forwarded  to  the  Council  members  for 
their  information. 

Any  member  of  the  public  wishing  to 
attend  the  Council  meeting,  present  an 
oral  statement,  or  submit  a  written 
statement,  should  contact  Ms.  Charlene 
E.  Shaw,  Designated  Federal  Official, 
National  Drinking  Water  Advisory 
Council,  Office  of  Drinking  Water  (WH- 
550A),  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  401  M  Street  SW.,  Washington, 
DC  20460. 


The  telephone  number  is:  Area  Code 
202/382-2285. 

James  R.  Elder, 

Acting  Assistant  Administrator  for  Water. 

Date:  November  9, 1988. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26430  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  6560-50-M 


[OPP-240083;  FRL-3477-6] 

State  Registration  of  Pesticides 

agency:  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA). 

ACTION:  Notice. 

summary:  EPA  has  received  notices  of 
registration  of  pesticides  to  meet  special 
local  needs  under  section  24(c)  of  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and 
Rodenticide  Act  (FIFRA),  as  amended, 
from  32  States.  A  registration  issued 
under  this  section  of  FIFRA  shall  not  be 
effective  for  more  than  90  days  if  the 
Administrator  disapproves  the 
registration  or  finds  it  to  be  invalid 
within  that  period.  If  the  Administrator 
disapproves  a  registration  or  finds  it  to 
be  invalid  after  90  days,  a  notice  giving 
that  information  will  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

DATE:  The  last  entry  for  each  item  is  the 
date  the  State  registration  of  that 
product  became  effective. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Owen  F.  Beeder,  Registration  Division 
(TS-767C),  Office  of  Pesticide 
Programs,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  410  M  Street  SW., 
Washington,  DC. 

Office  location  and  telephone  number: 
Rm.  716A,  CM  #  2, 1921  Jefferson 
Davis  Highway,  Arlington.  VA  (703) 
557-7893. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This 
notice  only  lists  the  section  24(c) 
applications  submitted  to  the  Agency. 
The  Agency  has  90  days  to  approve  or 
disapprove  each  application  listed  in 
this  notice.  Applications  that  are  not 
approved  are  returned  to  the 
appropriate  State  for  action.  Most  of  the 
registrations  listed  below  were  received 
by  the  EPA  in  July  and  August  of  1988. 
Receipts  of  State  registrations  will  be 
published  periodically.  Of  the  following 
registrations,  none  involve  a  changed- 
use  pattern  (CUP).  The  term  “changed- 
use  pattern”  is  defined  in  40  CFR 
162.3(k)  as  a  significant  change  from  a 
use  pattern  approved  in  connection  with 
the  registration  of  a  pesticide  product. 
Examples  of  significant  change  include, 
but  are  not  limited  to,  changes  from  a 
nonfood  to  food  use,  outdoor  to  indoor 
use,  ground  to  aerial  application. 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  53,  No.  221  /  Wednesday,  November  15,  1988  /  Notices 


46113 


terrestial  to  aquatic  use,  and 
nondomestic  to  domestic  use. 

Alabama 

EPA  SLN  No.  AL  88  0004.  Ciba-Geigy 
Corp.,  Agriculture  Div.  Registration  is 
for  Triumph  4E  Insecticide  to  be  used  on 
golf  courses  and  sod  farms  to  control 
white  grubs,  mole  crickets,  and  billbugs. 
July  13, 1988. 

Arizona 

EPA  SLN  No.  AZ  88  0019.  H^kins 
Agricultural  Chemical  Co.  Registration 
is  for  Ramik  Green  to  be  used  on  levee 
and  ditch  banks,  around  farm  buildings, 
along  fence  lines,  in  orchards,  or  in  other 
crop  or  noncrop  areas  to  control  rats 
and  mice.  July  6, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  AZ  88  0020.  Mobay 
Corp.  Agricultural  Chemicals  Division. 
Registration  is  for  Guthion  2L  to  be  used 
on  cotton  to  control  cotton  boll  weevils. 
July  6, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  AZ  88  0021.  Fairfield 
American  Corp.  Registration  is  for 
Permanone  VC  40  to  be  used  for 
treatment  of  rodent  nesting  and  bedding 
materials  to  control  fleas  and  other  ecto¬ 
parasites  associated  with  ground 
squirrels,  chipmunks,  and  domestic  rats 
and  mice,  July  6, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  AZ  88  0022.  Fairfield 
American  Corp.  Registration  is  for 
Permanone  Pyrenone  Liquid  Dust  to  be 
used  only  in  insecticide-bait  tubes  to 
control  fleas  and  other  ectoparasites 
associated  with  ground  squirrels,  tree 
squirrels,  chipmunks,  and  wild  and 
domestic  rats  and  mice.  July  6, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  AZ  88  0023.  Fairfield 
American  Corp.  Registration  is  for 
Pyrenone  and  Permanone  0.5  Dust  to  be 
used  only  in  insecticide-bait  tubes  or  in 
direct  application  to  rodent  burrow 
openings  for  control  of  fleas  and  other 
ectoparasites  associated  with  ground 
squirrels,  tree  squirrels,  chipmunks,  and 
wild  and  domestic  rats  and  mice.  July  6, 
1988. 

Arkansas 

EPA  SLN  No.  AR  88  0003.  Fermenta 
Plant  Protection  Co.  Registration  is  for 
DSMA  Liquid  to  be  used  on  cotton,  turf, 
and  noncrop  areas  to  control  various 
weeds.  August  26, 1988. 

California 

EPA  SLN  No.  CA  88  0014.  Santa 
Barbara  County  Agricultural 
Commissioner.  Registration  is  for 
Dupont  Lannate  Insecticide  to  be  used 
on  greenhouse-grown  bell  peppers  to 
control  armyworms.  June  28, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  CA  88  0016.  Rincon- 
Vitova  Insectaries.  Registratkin  is  for 
Vinco  Formaldehyde  Solution  to  be  used 


on  sitotroga  eggs  to  control  predatory 
mites.  July  18, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  CA  88  0017.  Santa 
Barbara  County  Agricultural 
Commissioner.  Registration  is  for  Root 
Ornamental  Herbicide  to  be  used  on 
field-grown  gypsophilia  to  control 
various  weeds.  July  8, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  CA  88  0018.  Contra 
Costa  County  Dept,  of  Agriculture. 
Registration  is  for  Neamcur  3  to  be  used 
on  greenhouse-grown  roses  to  control 
nematodes.  July  11, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  CA  88  0019.  Modoc 
County  Dept,  of  Agriculture. 

Registration  is  for  Rovral  Fungicide  to 
be  used  on  potatoes  to  control  white 
mold.  July  13, 1968. 

EPA  SLN  No.  CA  88  0021.  Sutter 
County  Dept,  of  Agriculture. 

Registration  is  for  Monitor  4  Liquid 
Insecticide  to  be  used  on  several  citrus 
crops  to  control  rindworm  complex. 
August  9, 1988. 

Connecticut 

EPA  SLN  No.  CT  88  OOOa  Ciba-Geigy 
Corp.,  Agricultural  Div,  Registration  is 
for  Triumph  4E  Insecticide  to  be  used  on 
golf  courses  and  sod  farms  to  cmitrcd 
armyworms,  chinchbugs,  clover  mites, 
and  sod  webworms.  July  5, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  CT  88  0009.  FMC  Corp., 
Agricultural  Chemical  Group. 
Registration  is  for  Furadan  4F 
Insecticide  to  be  used  on  strawberries  to 
control  root  weevils.  July  12, 1988. 

Delaware 

EPA  SLN  No.  DE  88  0002.  Delaware 
Dept,  of  Agriculture  Plant  Industry 
Section.  Registration  is  for  Menthol  to 
be  used  on  honey-bee  hives  to  control 
tracheal  mites.  July  11, 1988. 

Florida 

EPA  SLN  No.  FL  88  0006.  Chevron 
Chemical  Co.  Registration  is  for  Orthene 
75S  Soluble  Powder  to  be  used  on 
nonbearing  citrus  to  control  imparted 
fire  ants.  July  19, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  NO.  FL  88  0007.  Sun  Refining 
and  Marketing  Co.  Registration  is  for 
Sunspray  9E  to  be  used  on  citrus  to 
control  several  bugs,  mites,  and  scales. 
July  25, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  NO.  FL  88  0008.  Hi-Acres, 
Inc.,  Fertilizer  Div.  Registration  is  for  Hi- 
Acres  Soluble  Oil  Spray  to  be  used  on 
citrus  to  control  spider  mites,  whiteflies, 
and  certain  scale  insects.  July  25, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  NO.  FL  88  0009.  Farmbelt 
Chemicals,  Inc.  Registration  is  for 
Farmbelt  455  Soluble  Oil  to  be  used  on 
citrus  trees  to  control  certain  insect 
pests.  July  25. 198a 

EPA  SLN  No.  FL  88  0011.  Platte 
Chemical  Co.  Registration  is  for  Clean 
Crop  Spray  Oil  9E  to  be  used  on  various 


citrus  crops  to  control  scales,  spider 
mites,  and  whiteflies.  August  17, 198a 

EPA  SLN  Na  FL  88  0012.  Asgrow 
Florida  Co.  Registration  is  for  Qtnis  Oil 
455  to  be  used  on  various  crops  of  citrus 
to  control  scale  insects  in  post  bloom. 
August  25, 198a 

EPA  SLN  FL  88  0013.  Agra  Chem  Sales 
Co.,  Inc.  Registration  is  for  Soluble  97 
Oil-435  to  Iw  used  on  citrus  to  control 
spider  mites,  whiteflies,  and  certain 
scale  insects.  September  2, 198a 

Georgia 

EPA  SLN  No.  GA  88  0005.  IQ 
Americas,  Inc.,  Agricultural  Products. 
Registration  is  for  Relex  2LC  Herbicide 
to  be  used  on  pine  seedling  nurseries  to 
control  yellow  nutsedge  [Cyperus 
esculeutus).  July  28, 1988. 

EPA  SLNB  No.  GA  88  0007.  Ciba- 
Geigy  Corp.,  Agricultural  Div. 
Registration  is  D-Z-N  Diazinon  50  W  to 
be  used  on  nursery  stock  to  control  fire 
ants.  August  10, 198a 

EPA  SLN  No.  GA  88  0008.  Ciba-Geigy 
Corp.,  Agricultural  Div.  Registration  is 
D-Z-N  Diazinon  AG500  to  used  on 
nursery  stock  to  control  fire  ants.  August 
10, 1988. 

Hawaii 

EPA  SLN  No.  HI  88  OOOa  Rc^m  and 
Haas  Co.  Registration  is  for  Goal  1.6E 
Herbicide  to  be  used  on  bearing  and 
nonbearing  macadamia  nuts  plantings  to 
control  certain  annual  broadleaf  weeds. 
July  27, 1988. 

Idaho 

EPA  SLN  No.  ID  88  0006.  Platte 
ChemicaL  Inc.  Registration  is  for  Clean 
Crop  Dimethoate  400  to  be  used  on 
lentils  to  control  aphids  and  lygus  bugs. 
July  11, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  ID  88  OOOa  Wilbur-Ellis 
Co.  Registration  is  for  Sulfur  DF  to  be 
used  on  sugar  beets  to  control  red  spider 
mites.  July  20, 1988. 

Indiana 

EPA  SLN  No.  IN  88  0004.  FMC  Corp. 
Registration  is  for  Dimethoate  267 
systemic  insecticide  to  be  used  on 
soybeans  to  control  spider  mites.  July  13, 
1988. 

EPA  ^  No.  IN  88  0005.  Drexel 
Chemical  Co.  Registration  is  for  Drexel 
Dimethoate  2.67  to  be  used  on  soybeans 
to  control  spider  mites.  July  14, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  In  88  0006.  Platte 
Chemical  Co.  Registration  is  for  Clean 
Crop  Dimethoate  267  EC  Systemic 
Insecticide  to  be  used  on  soybeans  to 
control  spider  mites.  July  14, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  In  88-0007.  Pennwalt 
Corp.  Registration  is  for  Penncap-M 
Microencapsulated  Insecticide  to  be 
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used  on  soybeans  to  control  spider 
mites.  July  25, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  IN  88  0008.  J.R.  Simplot 
Co.  Registration  is  for  Dimethoate  25 
WP  to  be  used  on  soybeans  to  control 
spider  mites.  July  28, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  IN  88  0009.  Universal 
Cooperatives,  Inc.  Registration  is  for 
Dimethoate  267  EC  Systemic  Insecticide 
to  be  used  on  soybeans  to  control  spider 
mites.  July  29, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  IN  88  0010.  Cowan  Co. 
Registration  is  for  Prokil  Dimethoate  W- 
25  Insecticide  to  be  used  on  soybeans  to 
control  spider  mites.  July  29, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  IN  88  0012.  Dow 
Chemical  U.S.A.  Registration  is  for 
Lorsban  50  W  Insecticide  to  be  used  on 
soybeans  to  control  spider  mites.  August 

3, 1988. 

Iowa 

EPA  SLN  No.  lA  88  0003.  FMC  Corp. 
Registration  is  for  Talstar  10  WP  to  be 
used  on  commercial  outdoor  ornamental 
plants  to  control  spider  mites.  July  14, 
1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  lA  88  0004.  Ciba-Geigy 
Corp.,  Agricultural  Div.  Registration  is 
for  Triumph  4E  Insecticide  to  be  used  on 
golf  courses  and  sod  farms  to  control 
numerous  turf  pests.  July  14, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  lA  88  0005.  Cowan  Co. 
Registration  is  for  Prokil  Dimethoate 
E267  to  be  used  on  soybeans  to  control 
spider  mites.  July  14, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  lA  88  0006.  Drexel 
Chemical  Co.  Registration  is  for  Drexel 
Dimethoate  2.67  to  be  used  on  soybeans 
to  control  spider  mites.  July  14, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  lA  88  0007.  FMC  Corp. 
Registration  is  for  Dimethoate  267 
Systemic  Insecticide  to  be  used  on  Held 
com  to  control  spider  mites.  July  18, 
1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  lA  88  0008.  Platte 
Chemical  Co.  Registration  is  for  Clean 
Crop  Dimethoate  267  EC  Systemic 
Insecticide  to  be  used  on  soybeans  to 
control  spider  mites.  July  22, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  lA  88  0009.  J.R.  Simplot 
Co.  Registration  is  for  Dimethoate  25 
WP  to  be  used  on  soybeans  to  control 
spider  mites.  July  26, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  lA  88  0010.  Aceto 
Agricultural  Chemicals  Co.  Registration 
is  for  Dimethogon  25  WP  Dimethoate 
Insecticide  to  be  used  on  soybeans  to 
control  spider  mites.  July  26, 1988. 

Louisiana 

EPA  SLN  No.  LA  88  0006.  Rohm  and 
Haas  Co.  Registration  is  for  Goal  1.6E 
Herbicide  to  be  used  as  premergence 
application  on  fallow  beds  to  control 
various  weeds.  July  7, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  LA  88  0007.  Rohm  and 
Haas  Co.  Registration  is  for  Kelthane 


MF  Agricultural  Miticide  to  be  used  on 
pecans  to  control  mites.  July  20, 1988. 

Maine 

EPA  SLN  No,  ME  88  0003.  Chevron 
Chemical  Co.  Registration  is  for  Ortho 
Diquat  Herbicide  to  be  used  on  potatoes 
for  desiccation  to  facilitate  harvest. 
August  18, 1988. 

Michigan 

EPA  SLN  No.  MI  88  0008.  Uniroyal 
Chemical  Co.  Registration  is  for  Omite 
6E  to  be  used  on  apples  to  control 
European  red  and  two-spotted  spider 
mites.  August  4, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  MI  88  0009.  Ciba-Geigy 
Corp.,  Agricultural  Div.  Registration  is 
for  Triumph  4E  Insecticide  to  be  used  on 
tees,  greens,  and  aprons  of  golf  courses 
to  control  various  insects.  August  4, 

1988. 

EPA  SLN  No,  MI  88  0010.  Dow 
Chemical  U.S.A.  Agricultural  Products 
Div.  Registration  is  for  Lorsban  50W 
Insecticide  to  be  used  on  soybeans  to 
control  spider  mites.  August  4, 1988. 

Minnesota 

EPA  SLN  No.  MN  88  0001. 

Metropolitan  Mosquito  Control  District, 
St.  Paul.  Registration  is  for  Zoecon 
Altosid  Liquid  Larvicide  Mosquito 
Growth  Regulator  to  be  used  on  field 
sites  as  a  larvicide  growth  regulator  for 
control  of  mosquitos.  June  6, 1988. 

Mississippi 

EPA  SLN  No.  MS  88  0007.  Ciba-Geigy 
Corp.,  Agricultural  Div.  Registration  is 
for  Triumph  4E  Insecticide  to  be  used  on 
golf  courses  and  sod  fames  to  control 
various  insects.  July  12, 1988. 

Missouri 

EPA  SLN  No.  MO  88  0004.  FMC  Corp, 
Registration  is  for  Talstar  10  WP  to  be 
used  on  field-grown  ornamental  trees, 
shrubs,  plants,  and  flowers  to  control 
mites.  July  11, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  MO  88  0005.  Coopers 
Animal  Health,  Inc.  Registration  is  for 
Saber™  Insecticide  Ear  Tags  to  be  used 
on  cattle  to  control  horn  flies.  September 

9, 1988. 

Nebraska 

EPA  SLN  No.  NE  88  0005.  Natural 
Fibers  Corp.  Registration  is  for  Poast  to 
be  used  on  milkweed  to  control  arious 
weeds  and  grass  species.  June  27, 1988. 

Nevada 

EPA  SLN  No.  NV  88  0007.  Uniroyal 
Chemical  Co.,  Inc.  Registration  is  for 
Comite-Alfalfa  to  be  used  on  alfalfa 
grown  for  seed  only  to  control  two- 
spotted  spider  mite  complex.  July  14, 
1988. 


New  Hampshire 

EPA  SLN  No.  NH  88  0001.  Uniroyal 
Chemical,  Inc.  Registration  is  for  Omite- 
6E  to  be  used  on  apples  to  control 
European  red  and  two-spotted  spider 
mites.  July  20, 1988. 

New  Jersey 

EPA  SLN  No.  NJ  88  0002.  American 
Cyanamid  Co.  Registration  is  for 
Cythion  Insecticide  Malathion  ULV 
Concentrate  Insecticide  to  be  applied  in 
cities,  towns,  and  other  areas  where 
automobiles,  trailers,  trucks,  and 
pleasure  boats  are  present  to  control 
mosquitoes.  July  5, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  NJ  88  0003.  Fairfield 
American  Corp.  Registration  is  for 
Derringer  Insecticide  for  use  in  mosquito 
abatement  districts  to  control 
mosquitoes.  July  7, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  NJ  88  0004.  Fairfield 
American  Corp.  Registration  is  for 
Permanone  Tick  Repellent  to  be  used  on 
domestic  animals  to  control  ticks, 
mosquitoes,  and  chiggers.  July  20, 1988. 

North  Carolina 

EPA  SLN  No.  NC  88  0007.  Ciba-Geigy 
Corp.,  Agricultural  Div.  Registration  is 
for  Triumph  4E  Insecticide  to  be  used  on 
golf  courses  and  sod  farms  to  control 
various  insects.  July  14, 1988. 

Ohio 

EPA  SLN  No.  OH  88  0003.  Drexel 
Chemical  Co.  Registration  is  for  Drexel 
Dimethoate  2.67  to  be  used  on  soybeans 
to  control  spider  mites.  August  1, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  OH  88  0005.  Drexel 
Chemical  Co.  Registration  is  for  Drexel 
Diazinon  Insecticide  to  be  used  on 
soybeans  to  control  spider  mites.  August 

1, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  OH  88  0006.  Dow 
Chemical  U.S.A.,  Agricultural  Products 
Dept.  Registration  is  for  Lorsban  50W 
Insecticide  to  be  used  on  soybeans  to 
control  spider  mites.  August  2, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  OH  88  0007.  Platte 
Chemical  Co.,  Inc.  Registration  is  for 
Clean  Crop  Diazinon  500-Ag  to  be  used 
on  soybeans  to  control  spider  mites. 
August  3, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  OH  88  0009.  Gowan  Co. 
Registration  is  for  Prokil  Dimethoate 
E267  to  be  used  on  soybeans  to  control 
two-spotted  spider  mites.  August  16, 
1988. 

Oregon 

EPA  SLN  No.  OR  88  0007.  J.T.  Eaton  & 
Co.,  Inc.  Registration  is  for  Eaton’s 
Answer  for  the  Control  of  Pocket 
Gophers  to  be  used  on  rangeland, 
cropland,  forest  and  noncrop  areas  to 
control  pocket  gophers.  August  19, 1988. 
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EPA  SLN  No.  OR  88  0010.  Platte 
Chemical  Co.,  Inc.  Registration  is  for 
Clean  Crop  Diazinon  500-AG  to  be  used 
on  grass  and  seed  Helds  to  control 
cranberry  girdlers.  June  24, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  OR  88  0012.  McLauglin 
Gormley  King  Co.  Registration  is  for 
MGK  Big  Game  Repellent  Powder  BGR- 
P  to  be  used  on  conifer  seedlings  to 
control  black-tailed  deer  and  Roosevelt 
elk.  June  27, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  OR  88  0014.  Platte 
Chemical  Co.  Registration  is  for  Clean 
Crop  Cheat  Stop  90  WDG  to  be  used  on 
deep  furrow  seeded  wheat  for  preplant 
preemergence  control  of  downy  brome 
(cheat  grass).  September  9, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  OR  88  0015.  Oregon 
Clover  Association.  Registration  is  for 
Mertect  340-F  to  be  used  to  control 
seed-borne  northern  anthracnose 
(Kabatiella  caulivora).  August  31, 1988. 

Pennsylvania 

EPA  SLr>J  No.  PA  88  0004.  Fairfield 
American  Corp.  Registration  is  for 
Permanone  Tick  Repellent  to  be  used  on 
clothing  to  control  ticks,  chiggers,  and 
mosquitoes.  June  27, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  PA  88  0005.  Ciba-Geigy 
Corp.,  Agricultural  Div.  Registration  is 
for  Triumph  4E  Insecticide  to  be  used  on 
golf  courses  and  sod  farms  to  control 
various  insects.  July  15, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  PA  88  0006.  B&W 
Quality  Growers,  Inc.  Registration  is  for 
Kocide  101  to  be  used  on  watercrest  to 
control  cercospora.  August  23, 1988. 

South  Carolina 

EPA  SLN  No.  SC  88  0004.  Rohm  & 

Haas  Co.  Registration  is  for  Goal  1.6E 
Herbicide  to  be  used  on  field  com  to 
control  witchweed  [Striga  asiatica).  July 
12, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  SC  88  0005.  Ciba-Geigy 
Corp.  Agricultural  Division.  Registration 
is  for  Triumph  4E  Insecticide  to  be  used 
on  tees,  greens,  and  aprons  of  golf 
courses  and  sod  farms  to  control  several 
insects.  August  5, 1988. 

Tennessee 

EPA  SLN  No.  TN  88  0005.  Ciba-Geigy 
Corp.,  Agricultural  Div.  Registration  is 
for  Triumph  4E  Insecticide  to  be  used  on 
tees,  greens,  and  aprons  of  golf  courses 
and  on  sod  farms  to  control  several 
worms,  bugs,  and  mites.  August  17, 1988. 

Virginia 

EPA  SLN  No.  VA  88  0004.  Ciba-Geigy 
Corp.,  Agricultural  Div.  Registration  is 
for  Triumph  4E  Insecticide  to  be  used  on 
golf  courses  and  sod  farms  to  control 
several  insects.  July  14, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  VA  88  0005.  Rhone- 
Poulenc  Ag  Co.  Registration  is  for 
Larvin*  Brand  3.2  Thiodicarb  Insecticide 


to  be  used  on  soybeans  to  control 
several  caterpillar  worms.  August  2, 

1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  VA  88  0006.  Ciba-Geigy 
Corp.,  Agricultural  Div.  Registration  is 
for  Ridomil  2E  Fungicide  to  be  used  on 
snap  beans  to  control  pythium.  August 
11, 1988. 

Washington 

EPA  SLN  No.  WA  88  0013.  Fermenta 
Plant  Protection  Co.  Registration  is  for 
Bravo  720  to  be  used  on  nonbearing 
strawberries  and  nursery  plants  to 
control  common  leafspot.  June  30, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  WA  88  0015.  ICI 
Americas,  Inc.  Agricultural  Products. 
Registration  is  for  Prefar  4E  Herbicide  to 
be  used  on  bulb  onions  to  control 
various  grasses  and  weeds.  July  20, 1988 

EPA  SLN  No.  WA  88  0016.  Drexel 
Chemical  Co.  Registration  is  for 
Dimethoate  4EC  to  be  used  on  lentils  to 
control  alpha  and  lygus  bugs.  July  27, 
1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  WA  88  0017.  Platte 
Chemical  Co.,  Inc.  Registration  is  for 
Thiodan  3EC  to  be  used  on  seed  alfalfa 
to  control  alfalfa  aphids.  July  27, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  WA  88  0018.  Platte 
Chemical  Co.,  Inc.  Registration  is  for 
Endocide  3EC  to  be  used  on  seed  alfalfa 
to  control  spotted  alfalfa  aphids.  July  27, 
1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  WA  88  0019.  Platte 
Chemical  Co.  Registration  is  for  Clean 
Crop  Cheat  Stop  90  WDG  to  be  used  on 
deep  furrow  seeded  winter  wheat  to 
control  downy  brome.  August  25, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  WA  88  0020.  Abbott 
Laboratories,  Chemical  and  Agricultural 
Products  Div.  Registration  is  for  Dipel 
2X  to  be  used  on  hops  to  control  loopers. 
August  3, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  WA  88  0021.  Gowan  Co. 
Registration  is  for  Phosphamidon  8 
Spray  to  be  used  on  apples  to  control 
green  apple  aphids.  September  6, 1988. 

Wisconsin 

EPA  SLN  No.  WI 88  0009.  Wilbur-Ellis 
Co.  Registration  is  for  Red-Top  Diazinon 
14G  to  be  used  on  cranberries  to  control 
cranberry  girdler.  July  18, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  WI  88  0011.  Rhone 
Poulenc  Ag  Co.  Registration  is  for 
Butyrac  200  to  be  used  on  established 
birdsfoot  trefoil  grown  for  seed 
production  to  control  weeds.  August  1, 
1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  WI  88  0012.  Agtrol 
Chemical  Products.  Registration  is  for 
Champion  Wettable  Powder  to  be  used 
on  gingseng  to  control  Alternaria  leaf 
and  stem  blight.  August  13, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  WI  88  0013.  Wilbur-Ellis 
Co.  Registration  is  for  Wilbur-Ellis  Snail 
&  Slug  Bait  to  be  used  on  gingseng  to 
control  slugs.  September  9, 1988. 


West  Virginia 

EPA  SLN  No.  WV  88  0002.  B&W 
Quality  Growers,  Inc.  Registration  is  for 
Kocide  101  to  be  used  on  watercress  to 
control  leaf  spot.  August  25, 1988. 

EPA  SLN  No.  WV  88  0003.  Ciba-Geigy 
Crop.,  Agricultural  Div.  Registration  is 
for  Triumph  4E  Insecticide  to  be  used  on 
golf  course  trees,  greens,  and  aprons  and 
on  sod  farms  to  control  various  insect 
pests.  August  31, 1988. 

(Sec.  24  as  amended,  92  Stat.  835  (7  U.S.C. 
136).) 

Dated:  November  4, 1988. 

Douglas  D.  Campt, 

Director,  Office  of  Pesticide  Programs. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26431  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  6560-50-M 


FEDERAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

Public  Information  Collection 
Requirement  Submitted  to  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  for  Review 

November  8, 1988. 

The  Federal  Communications 
Commisson  has  submitted  the  following 
information  collecton  requirement  to  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  for 
review  and  clearance  under  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act,  as  amended 
(44  U.S.C.  3501  efseg.). 

Copies  of  the  submission  may  be 
purchased  from  the  Commission’s  copy 
contractor.  International  Transcription 
Service,  (202)  857-3800.  2100  M  Street 
NW.,  Suite  140,  Washington,  DC  20037. 
For  further  information  on  this 
submission  contact  Jerry  Cowden, 
Federal  Communications  Commission, 
(202)  632-7513.  Persons  wishing  to 
comment  on  this  information  collection 
should  contact  Eyvette  Flynn,  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  Room  3235 
NEOB,  Washington.  DC  20503,  (202)  395- 
3785. 

OMB  Number.  3060-0187 
Title:  Section  73.3594,  Local  public 
notice  of  designation  for  hearing 
Action:  Extension 
Respondents:  Businesses  (including 
small  businesses) 

Frequency  of  Response:  On  occasion 
Estimated  Annual  Burden:  1,070 
responses;  4,280  total  hours;  avg.  4 
hour  each. 

Weeds  and  Uses:  Applicants  of  any  AM, 
FM,  or  television  broadcast  station 
designated  for  hearing  by  the 
Commisison  must  give  notice  of  such 
designation  to  the  public.  This  notice 
gives  interested  parties  as  opportunity 
to  respond. 
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Federal  Communications  Commission. 
Donna  R.  Searcy, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  8&-26467  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am| 
BILLING  CODE  6712-01-M 


FEDERAL  HOME  LOAN  BANK  BOARD 

Arsenal  Savings  Association,  FA, 
Indianapolis,  IN;  Appointment  of 
Receiver 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  section 
5(d)(6)(A)  of  the  Home  Owners’  Loan 
Act,  as  amended,  12  U.S.C.  1464(d)(6)(A) 
(1982),  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank 
Board  duly  appointed  the  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  as  sole  receiver  for  Arsenal 
Savings  Association,  FA,  Indianapolis. 
Indiana,  on  September  26, 1988. 

Dated;  November  10, 1988. 

By  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 
)ohn  F.  GhizzonL 
Assistant  Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26487  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am| 
BILLING  CODE  6720-01-M 


Banc  Home  Savings  Association, 
Midland,  TX;  Appointment  of  Receiver 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  section 
406(c)(l)(B)(i)(I)  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  as  amended,  12  U.S.C. 
1729(c)(l)(B)(i)(I)  (1982),  the  Federal 
Home  Loan  Bank  Board  duly  appointed 
the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  as  sole  receiver  for  Banc 
Home  Savings  Association,  Midland, 
Texas,  on  October  14, 1988. 

Dated;  November  10, 1988. 

By  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 
|ohn  F.  Ghizzoni, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26478  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  672(MI1-M 


First  Federal  Savings  and  Loan 
Association  of  Amarillo,  Amarillo,  TX; 
Appointment  of  Receiver 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  section 
5(d)(6)(A)  of  the  Home  Owners’  Loan 
Act  of  1933,  as  amended,  12  U.S.C. 
1464(d)(6)(A)  (1982),  the  Federal  Home 
Loan  Bank  Board  duly  appointed  the 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  as  sole  receiver  for  First 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Association 
of  Amarillo,  Amarillo,  Texas,  on 
October  14, 1988. 

Dated  November  10, 1988. 


By  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 
John  F.  Ghizzoni, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26484  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  6720-01-M 


Heart  O'Texas  Savings  Association, 
San  Saba,  TX;  Appointment  of 
Receiver 

Notice  is  hereby  given  tliat,  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  section 
406(c)(l)(B)(i)(I)  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  as  amended,  12  U.S.C. 
1729(c)(l)(B)(i)(i)  (1982).  the  Federal 
Home  Loan  Bank  Board  duly  appointed 
the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  as  sole  receiver  for  Heart 
O’Texas  Savings  Association,  San  Saba, 
Texas,  on  October  14, 1988. 

Dated  November  10, 1988. 

By  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 
John  F.  Ghizzoni, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26486  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  6720-01-M 


Odessa  Savings  Association,  Odessa, 
TX;  Appointment  of  Receiver 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  section 
406(c)(l)(B){i)(I)  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  as  amended,  12  U.S.C. 
1729(c){l)(B)(i)(I)  (1982),  the  Federal 
Home  Loan  Bank  Board  duly  appointed 
the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  as  sole  receiver  for  Odessa 
Savings  Association,  Odessa,  Texas,  on 
October  14. 1988. 

Dated:  November  10, 1988. 

By  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 
John  F.  Ghizzoni, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26489  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  amj 
BILLING  CODE  6720-01-M 


OIney  Savings  Association,  OIney,  TX; 
Appointment  of  Receiver 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  section 
406(c)(l)(B)(i)(I)  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  as  amended,  12  U.S.C. 
1729(c)(l)(B)(i)(I)  (1982),  the  Federal 
Home  Loan  Bank  Board  duly  appointed 
the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  as  sole  receiver  for  OIney 
Savings  Association,  OIney  Texas,  on 
October  14, 1988. 

Dated:  November  10. 1988. 


By  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 
)ohn  F.  Ghizzoni, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26485  Filed  11-15  -88;  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  6720-01-M 


Petropiex  Savings  Association, 
Midiand,  TX;  Appointment  of  Receiver 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  section 
406(c)(l)(B)(i)(I)  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  as  amended,  12  U.S.C. 
1729(c)(l)(B)(i)(I)  (1982),  the  Federal 
Home  Loan  Bank  Board  duly  appointed 
the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  as  sole  receiver  for 
Petropiex  Savings  Association,  Midland. 
Texas,  on  October  14, 1988. 

Dated:  November  10. 1988. 

By  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 
John  F.  Ghizzoni, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26488  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  6720-01-M 


San  Angelo  Savings  Association,  San 
Angelo,  TX;  Appointment  of  Receiver 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  section 
406(c)(l)(B)(i)(I)  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  as  amended,  12  U.S.C. 
1729(c)(l)(B)(i)(I)  (1982),  the  Federal 
Home  Loan  Bank  Board  duly  appointed 
the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  as  sole  receiver  for  San 
Angelo  Savings  Association,  San 
Angelo,  Texas,  on  October  14. 1988. 
Dated;  November  10, 1988. 

By  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 
John  F.  Ghizzoni. 

Assistant  Secretary. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26483  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  6730-01-M 


Security  Federal  Savings  and  Loan 
Association,  Pampa,  TX;  Appointment 
of  Receiver 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  section 
5(d)(6)(A)  of  the  Home  Owners’  Loan 
Act  of  1933,  as  amended,  12  U.S.C. 
14G4(d)(6)(A)  (1982),  the  Federal  Home 
Loan  Bank  Board  duly  appointed  the 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  as  sole  receiver  for  Security 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Association, 
Pampa,  Texas,  on  October  14, 1988. 

Dated;  November  10, 1988. 
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By  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 

John  F.  Ghizzoni, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26480  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  6720-01-M 

Shamrock  Federal  Savings  Bank, 
Shamrock,  TX;  Appointment  of 
Receiver 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  section 
5(d)(6)(A)  of  the  Home  Owners’  Loan 
Act  of  1933,  as  amended,  12  U.S.C. 
1464(d)(6)(A)  (1982),  the  Federal  Home 
Loan  Bank  Board  duly  appointed  the 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  as  sole  receiver  for 
Shamrock  Federal  Savings  Bank, 
Shamrock,  Texas,  on  October  14, 1988. 

Dated:  November  10, 1988. 

By  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 

John  F.  Ghizzoni, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

IFR  Doc.  88-26479  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  672(M>1-M 

Southern  Savings  and  Loan 
Association,  Brownwood,  TX; 
Appointment  of  Receiver 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  section 
406(c)(l)(B)(i)(I)  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  as  amended,  12  U.S.C. 
1729(c)(l)(B)(i)(I)  (1982),  the  Federal 
Home  Loan  Bank  Board  duly  appointed 
the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  as  sole  receiver  for 
Southern  Savings  Loan  Association, 
Brownwood,  Texas,  on  October  14, 1988. 

Dated:  November  10, 1988. 

By  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 

John  F.  Ghizzoni, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

|FR  Doc.  88-26482  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  6720-01-M 

Southwest  Savings  and  Loan 
Association,  Abilene,  TX;  Appointment 
of  Receiver 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  section 
406(c)(l)(B)(i)(I)  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  as  amended,  12  U.S.C. 
1729(c)(l)(B)(i)(I)  (1982).  the  Federal 
Home  Loan  Bank  Board  duly  appointed 
the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Corporation  as  sole  receiver  for 
Southwest  Savings  and  Loan 
Association,  Abilene,  Texas,  on  October 
14, 1988. 

Dated  November  10, 1988. 


By  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 
)ohn  F.  Ghizzoni, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26481  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNG  CODE  6720-01-M 


FEDERAL  MARITIME  COMMISSION 
Agreement(s)  Filed 

The  Federal  Maritime  Commission 
hereby  gives  notice  of  the  Hling  of  the 
following  agreement(s)  pursuant  to 
section  5  of  the  Shipping  Act  of  1984. 

Interested  parties  may  inspect  and 
obtain  a  copy  of  each  agreement  at  the 
Washington,  DC  Office  of  the  Federal 
Maritime  Commission,  1100  L  Street, 
NW.,  room  10325.  Interested  parties  may 
submit  comments  on  each  agreement  to 
the  Secretary,  Federal  Maritime 
Commission,  Washington,  DC  20573, 
within  10  days  after  the  date  of  the 
Federal  Register  in  which  this  notice 
appears.  The  requirements  for 
comments  are  found  in  §  572.603  of  Title 
46  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 
Interested  persons  should  consult  this 
section  before  communicating  with  the 
Commission  regarding  a  pending 
agreement. 

Agreement  No.:  202-010270-030. 

Title:  Gulf-European  Freight 
Association. 

Parties: 

Compagnie  Generate  Maritime  (CGM) 

Lykes  Bros.  Steamship  Company,  Inc. 

Gulf  Container  Line  (GCL),  B.V. 

Sea-Land  Service,  Inc. 

Hapag-Uoyd  AG 

P&O  Containers  (TFL)  Limited 

Nedlloyd  Lijnen,  B.V. 

Synopsis:  The  proposed  modification 
would  set  forth  rules  of  general 
applicability  relating  to  the  negotiations 
of  specific  service  contract  charges. 

Agreement  No.:  202-010656-030. 

Title:  North  Europe  Gulf  Freight 
Association. 

Parties: 

Compagnie  Generate  Maritime  (CGM) 

Lykes  Bros.  Steamship  Company,  Inc. 

Gulf  Container  Line  (GCL),  B.V. 

Sea-Land  Service,  Inc. 

Hapag-Lloyd  AG 

P&O  Containers  (TFL)  Limited 

Nedlloyd  Lijnen,  B.V. 

Synopsis:  The  proposed  modification 
would  further  clarify  the  parties’ 
authority  regarding  open  rates. 
Adherence  to  any  agreement  reached 
would  be  voluntary. 

Agreement  No.:  202-010656-031. 

Title:  North  Europe  Gulf  Freight 
Association. 

Parties: 


Compagnie  Generate  Maritime  (CGM) 

Lykes  Bros.  Steamship  Company,  Inc. 

Gulf  Container  Line  (GCL),  B.V. 

Sea-Land  Service,  Inc. 

Hapag-Lloyd  AG 

P&O  Containers  (TFL)  Limited 

Nedlloyd  Lijnen,  B.V. 

Synopsis:  The  proposed  modification 
would  clarify  the  rights  and  obligations 
of  members  electing  not  to  participate  in 
specific  service  contracts  and  to  propose 
rules  of  general  applicability  relating  to 
the  negotiations  of  specific  service 
contract  charges. 

By  Order  of  the  Federal  Maritime 
Commission. 

Joseph  C.  Polking, 

Secretary. 

Dated:  November  10, 1988. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26413  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  673(H)1-M 

Agreeinent(s)  Filed 

The  Federal  Maritime  Commission 
hereby  gives  notice  that  the  following 
agreement(s]  has  been  filed  with  the 
Commission  pursuant  to  section  15  of 
the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  and  section  5  of 
the  Shipping  Act  of  1984. 

Interested  parties  may  inspect  and 
obtain  a  copy  of  each  agreement  at  the 
Washington,  DC  Office  of  the  Federal 
Maritime  Commission,  1100  L  Street, 
NW.,  Room  10325.  Interested  parties 
may  submit  protests  or  comments  on 
each  agreement  to  the  Secretary, 

Federal  Maritime  Commission, 
Washington,  DC  20573,  within  10  days 
after  the  date  of  the  Federal  Register  in 
which  this  notice  appears.  The 
requirements  for  comments  and  protests 
are  found  in  §  560.7  and/or  §  572.603  of 
Title  46  of  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations.  Interested  persons  should 
consult  this  section  before 
communicating  with  the  Commission 
regarding  a  pending  agreement. 

Any  person  filing  a  comment  or 
protest  with  the  Commission  shall,  at 
the  same  time,  deliver  a  copy  of  that 
document  to  the  person  filing  the 
agreement  at  the  address  shown  below. 

Agreement  No.:  224-200170. 

Title:  Port  of  Bellingham  Terminal 
Lease  Agreement. 

Parties:  State  of  Alaska  (State)  Port  of 
Bellingham  (Lessor). 

Filing  Party:  Hugh  M.  Wilson, 
Manager  Marine  Terminals,  Port  of 
Bellingham,  625  Cornwall  Avenue, 
Bellingham,  Washington  98227-1737. 

Synopsis:  The  agreement  authorizes 
the  lease  of  approximately  six  acres  of 
property  (Fanhaven  Terminal)  to  State 
by  Lessor  for  exclusive  use  of  the 
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terminal  ticketing/ office  area  including 
managers  office,  staff  toilet,  and  storage 
area,  and  the  warehouse  and  port 
administration  areas.  The  State  will 
have  priority  use  of  the  staging  area, 
transfer  bridge  and  morring  structures. 
The  term  of  this  lease  shall  be  for  a 
period  of  twenty  years  from  the  first  day 
of  occupancy  of  the  lease  premises. 

By  Order  of  the  Federal  Maritime 
Commission. 

Joseph  C.  Polking, 

Secretary. 

Dated;  November  10, 1988. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26476  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  673(M>1-M 

GENERAL  SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 

Agency  Information  Collection 
Activities  Under  0MB  Review 

The  GSA  hereby  gives  notice  under 
the  Paperwork  Reduction  Act  of  1980 
that  it  is  requesting  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  (OMB)  to 
renew  expiring  information  collection 
3090-0006,  Statement  of  Personal 
History,  This  form  is  used  to  investigate 
the  suitability  of  guards,  cleaners,  and 
other  persons  applying  for  employment 
under  GSA  contracts. 

AGENCY:  Law  Enforcement  Division 
(PML),  GSA. 

ADDRESSES:  Send  comments  to  Bruce 
McConnell,  GSA  Desk  Officer,  Room 
3235,  NEOB,  Washington,  DC,  20503, 
and  to  Mary  L.  Cunningham,  GSA 
Clearance  Officer,  General  Services 
Administration  (CAIR),  F  Street  at  18th, 
NW.,  Washington,  DC  20405. 

Annual  Reporting  Burden:  Individuals 
responding,  12,000;  responses,  1  per 
yean  average  hours  per  response,  .41; 
burden  hours,  5,000. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Irene  M.  Arvey,  202-566-0494. 

Copy  of  Proposal:  A  copy  of  the 
proposal  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Inform.ation  Collection  Management 
Branch  (CAIR),  Room  3014,  GS  Bldg., 
Washington,  DC  20405,  or  by 
telephoning  202-535-7691. 

Dated:  November  7, 1988. 

Emily  C.  Karam, 

Director,  Information  Management  Division 
(CAI). 

[FR  Doc.  88-26390  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  6820-23-M 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND 
HUMAN  SERVICES 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Health 

National  Center  for  Health  Services 
Research  and  Health  Care  Technology 
Assessment;  Briefing  Sessions 

Name:  Development  of  Assessment 
Teams — A  Briefing  Session  for 
Prospective  Grant  Applicants 
Date  and  Time:  December  9, 1988 — 
11:00  a.m.  to  4:30  p.m. 

Place:  Parklawn  Building,  Conference 
Room  D,  5600  Fishers  Lane,  Rockville, 
Maryland. 

Supplementary  Information:  The 
National  Center  for  Health  Services 
Research  and  Health  Care  Technology 
Assessment  (NCHSR)  will  conduct  a 
briefing  session  to  inform  the  research 
community  of  its  interest  in  supporting 
Assessment  Teams  as  a  means  to 
identify  and  analyze  the  outcomes  and 
costs  of  alternative  practice  patterns  as 
an  extension  of  the  Patient  Outcome 
Assessment  Research  Program  (POARP) 
during  FY 1989. 

The  session  is  open  to  the  general 
public.  Expenses  involved  with 
attendance  at  the  session  will  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  attendees. 

For  further  information,  please  call 
Mr.  Gerald  Cohen,  (301)  443-2080. 

Dated:  November  8, 1988. 

).  Michael  Fitzmaurice, 

Director,  National  Center  for  Health  Services 
Research  and  Health  Care  Technology 
Assessment. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26452  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILUNG  CODE  4160-17-M 

Food  and  Drug  Administration 

[Docket  No.  87D-0119] 

In  Vitro  Diagnostic  Devices  (IVD’s) 
Intended  for  Home  Use;  Draft  Points 
To  Consider  Regarding  Labeling  and 
Premarket  Submissions;  Availability 

agency:  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 
action:  Notice. 

summary:  The  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  (FDA)  is  announcing  the 
availability  of  a  draft  document  entitled 
“Assessing  the  Safety  and  Effectiveness 
of  Home-Use  In  Vitro  Diagnostic 
Devices  (IVD’s):  Draft  Points  to 
Consider  Regarding  Labeling  and 
Premarket  Submissions."  The  draft 
document  was  prepared  by  FDA’s 
Center  for  Devices  and  Radiological 
Health  (CDRH)  to  assist  persons 
manufacturing,  importing,  or  distributing 
IVD’s  intended  for  home  use  to  comply 


with  FDA’s  current  regulations  and 
thereby  ensure  that  such  devices  are 
safe  and  effective.  FDA  also  is  making 
the  draft  document  available  to  describe 
to  interested  persons  the  issues  involved 
with  marketing  IVD’s  intended  for  home 
use.  FDA  is  taking  this  action  under  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act. 
date:  Comments  received  by  February 
14, 1989,  will  be  considered  by  FDA  in 
preparing  a  final  points  to  consider 
document.  The  draft  document  and 
comments  received  may  be  seen  in  the 
Dockets  Management  Branch  between  9 
a.m.  and  4  p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday. 
ADDRESS:  Written  requests  for  single 
copies  of  the  draft  points  to  consider 
document  and  any  written  comments  to 
the  Dockets  Management  Branch  (HFA- 
305),  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  Rm. 
4-62,  5600  Fishers  Lane,  Rockville,  MD 
20857,  (Send  two  self-addressed 
adhesive  labels  to  assist  the  Branch  in 
processing  your  requests.) 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Thomas  M.  Tsakeris,  Center  for  Devices 
and  Radiological  Health  (HFZ-440), 

Food  and  Drug  Administration,  8757 
Georgia  Ave.,  Silver  Spring,  MD  20910, 
301-427-7234. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  IVD’s,  as 
defined  in  FDA’s  regulations  (21  CFR 
809.3(a)),  are  those  reagents, 
instruments,  and  systems  intended  for 
use  in  the  diagnosis  of  disease  or  other 
conditions,  including  a  determination  of 
the  state  of  health,  in  order  to  cure, 
mitigate,  treat,  or  prevent  disease  or  its 
sequelae.  IVD’s  are  intended  for  use  in 
the  collection,  preparation,  and 
examination  of  specimens  taken  from 
the  human  body. 

In  most  cases  in  the  past,  a  physician 
supervised  the  collection  of  specimens 
from  a  patient’s  body  and  submitted  the 
specimens  to  a  clinical  laboratory  with 
instructions  regarding  which  in  vitro 
tests  were  to  be  done.  Trained 
laboratory  technicians  performed  the 
tests  using  IVD’s.  The  clinical  laboratory 
reported  the  test  results  to  the  patient’s 
physician  who  then  explained  and 
interpreted  the  meaning  of  the  test 
results  to  the  patient. 

There  has  been  an  increasing  interest 
in  recent  years  in  the  development  of 
certain  IVD’s  for  consumers  to  purchase 
and  use  to  perform  tests  on  their  own 
body  specimens  and  interpret  the  results 
of  their  own  diagnostic  tests. 

Accordingly,  FDA  is  making  available 
a  document  entitled  “Assessing  the 
Safety  and  Effectiveness  of  Home-Use 
In  Vitro  Diagnostic  Devices  (IVD’s): 
Draft  Points  to  Consider  Regarding 
Labeling  and  Premarket  Submissions." 
Interested  persons  may  submit  to  the 
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Docket  Management  Branch  (address 
above)  written  comments  on  the  draft 
document  at  any  time;  however, 
comments  submitted  by  February  14. 
1989,  will  be  considered  by  FDA  in 
preparing  a  final  points  to  consider 
document.  The  comments  submitted  will 
be  used  to  determine  whether  any 
revisions  of  the  document  are 
warranted.  Two  copies  of  any  comments 
should  be  submitted,  except  that 
individuals  may  submit  one  copy. 
Comments  are  to  be  identified  with  the 
docket  number  found  in  brackets  in  the 
heading  of  this  document.  The  draft 
document  and  comments  received  may 
be  seen  in  the  Dockets  Management 
Branch  between  9  a.m.  and  4  p.m., 
Monday  through  Friday, 

Dated:  November  5. 1988. 

Frank  E.  Young, 

Commissioner  of  Food  and  Drugs. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26405  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  4160-01'M 


Advisory  Committees;  Meetings 

agency:  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 
ACTION:  Notice. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  announces 
forthcoming  meetings  of  public  advisory 
committees  of  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  (FDA).  This  notice  also 
summarizes  the  procedures  for  the 
meetings  and  methods  by  which 
interested  persons  may  participate  in 
open  public  hearings  before  FDA’s 
advisory  committees. 

Meetings:  The  following  advisory 
committee  meetings  are  announced: 

Dental  Products  Panel 

Date,  time,  and  place.  December  16, 
1988,  9  a.m..  Conference  Rms.  D  and  E, 
Parklawn  Bldg.,  5600  Fishers  Lane, 
Rockville,  MD. 

Type  of  meeting  and  contact  person. 
Open  public  hearing,  9  a.m.  to  10  a.m.; 
open  committee  discussion,  10  a.m.  to  4 
p.m^'  Gregory  Singleton,  Center  for 
Devices  and  Radiological  Health  (HFZ- 
470),  Food  and  Drug  Administration, 

8757  Georgia  Ave.,  Silver  Spring.  MD 
20910,  301-427-7555. 

General  function  of  the  committee. 
The  committee  reviews  and  evaluates 
available  data  on  the  safety  and 
effectiveness  of  dental  products  and 
makes  recommendations  for  their 
regulation. 

Agenda— Open  public  hearing. 
Interested  persons  may  present  data, 
information,  or  views,  orally  or  in 
writing,  on  issues  pending  before  the 
committee.  Those  desiring  to  make 
formal  presentations  should  notify  the 
contact  person  before  December  1, 1988, 


and  submit  a  brief  statement  of  the 
general  nature  of  the  evidence  or 
arguments  they  wish  to  present,  the 
names  and  addresses  of  proposed 
participants,  and  an  indication  of  the 
approximate  time  required  to  make  their 
comments. 

Open  committee  discussion.  The 
committee  will  discuss  a  guide  for  the 
preparation  and  submission  of  dental 
endosseous  implant  premarket  approval 
applications. 

Oncologic  Drugs  Advisory  Committee 

Date,  time,  and  place.  December  19 
and  20, 1988,  8:30  a.m..  Conference  Rms. 

D  and  E,  Parklawn  Bl^.,  5600  Fishers 
Lane,  Rockville,  MD. 

Type  of  meeting  and  contact  person. 
Open  committee  discussion,  December 

19. 1988,  8:30  a.m.  to  4  p.m.;  open  public 
hearing,  4  p.m.  to  5  p.m.,  unless  public 
participation  does  not  last  that  long; 
open  conunittee  discussion,  December 

20. 1988,  8:30  a.m.  to  5  p.m.;  David  F. 
Hersey,  Center  for  Drug  Evaluation  and 
Research  (HFD-9),  Food  and  Drug 
Administration,  5600  Fishers  Lane, 
Rockville,  MD  20857,  301-443-4695. 

General  function  of  the  committee. 

The  committee  reviews  and  evaluates 
available  data  on  the  safety  and 
effectiveness  of  marketed  and 
investigational  human  drugs  for  use  in 
cancer  patients. 

Agenda — Open  public  hearing. 
Interested  persons  may  present  data, 
information,  or  views,  orally  or  in 
writing,  on  issues  pending  before  the 
committee.  Those  desiring  to  make 
formal  presentations  should  notify  the 
contact  person  before  December  5, 1988, 
and  submit  a  brief  statement  of  the 
general  nature  of  the  evidence  or 
arguments  they  wish  to  present,  the 
names  and  addresses  of  proposed 
participants,  and  an  indication  of  the 
approximate  time  required  to  make  their 
comments. 

Open  committee  discussion.  On 
December  19, 1988,  the  committee  will 
discuss:  (1)  NDA  19-880  Paraplatin* 
(carboplatin),  Bristol  Myers,  for 
treatment  of  stages  III  and  IV  ovarian 
cancer,  and  (2)  FDA  requirements  for 
approval  of  new  drugs  for  treatment  of 
superficial  bladder  cancer.  On 
December  20, 1988,  the  committee  will 
discuss:  (1)  NDA  19-884  Uromitexan* 
(mesna),  Asta  Pharma  AG,  for  use  with 
ifosfamide  as  a  uroprotective  agent,  and 
(2)  supplemental  NDA  17-970/S-018 
Nolvadex*  (tamoxifen),  Stuart 
Pharmaceutical  Co.,  for  treatment  of 
premenopausal  advanced  breast  cancer. 

FDA  public  advisory  committee 
meetings  may  have  as  many  as  four 
separable  portions:  (1)  An  open  public 
hearing,  (2)  an  open  committee 


discussion,  (3)  a  closed  presentation  of 
data,  and  (4)  a  closed  committee 
deliberation.  Every  advisory  committee 
meeting  shall  have  an  open  public 
hearing  portion.  Whether  or  not  it  also 
includes  any  of  the  other  tiiree  portions 
will  depend  upon  the  specific  meeting 
involv^.  There  are  no  closed  portions 
for  the  meetings  announced  in  this 
notice.  The  dates  and  times  reserved  for 
the  open  portions  of  each  committee 
meeting  are  listed  above. 

The  open  public  hearing  portion  of 
each  meeting  shall  be  at  least  1  hour 
long  unless  public  participation  does  not 
last  that  long.  It  is  emphasized,  however, 
that  the  1  hom  time  limit  for  an  open 
public  hearing  represents  a  minimum 
rather  than  a  maximum  time  for  public 
participation,  and  an  open  public 
hearing  may  last  for  whatever  longer 
period  the  committee  chairperson 
determines  will  facilitate  the 
committee’s  work. 

Public  hearings  are  subject  to  FDA’s 
guideline  (Subpart  C  of  21  CFR  Part  10) 
concerning  the  policy  and  procedures 
for  electronic  media  coverage  of  FDA’s 
public  administrative  proceedings, 
including  hearings  before  public 
advisory  committees  under  21  CFR  Part 
14.  Under  21  CFR  10.205,  representatives 
of  the  electronic  media  may  be 
permitted,  subject  to  certain  limitations, 
to  videotape,  film,  or  otherwise  record 
FDA’s  public  administrative 
proceedings,  including  presentations  by 
participants. 

Meetings  of  advisory  committees  shall 
be  conducted,  insofar  as  is  practical,  in 
accordance  with  the  agenda  published 
in  this  Federal  Register  notice.  Changes 
in  the  agenda  will  be  announced  at  the 
beginning  of  the  open  portion  of  a 
meeting. 

Any  interested  person  who  wishes  to 
be  assured  of  the  right  to  make  an  oral 
presentation  at  the  open  public  hearing 
portion  of  a  meeting  shall  inform  the 
contact  person  listed  above,  either 
orally  or  in  writing,  prior  to  the  meeting. 
Any  person  attending  the  hearing  who 
does  not  in  advance  of  the  meeting 
request  an  opportunity  to  speak  will  be 
allowed  to  make  an  oral  presentation  at 
the  hearing’s  conclusion,  if  time  permits, 
at  the  chairperson’s  discretion. 

Persons  interested  in  specific  agenda 
items  to  be  discussed  in  open  session 
may  ascertain  from  the  contact  person 
the  approximate  time  of  discussion. 

Details  on  the  agenda,  questions  to  be 
addressed  by  the  committee,  and  a 
current  list  of  committee  members  are 
available  from  the  contact  person  before 
and  after  the  meeting.  Transcripts  of  the 
open  portion  of  the  meeting  will  be 
available  ffom  the  Freedom  of 
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Information  Office  (HFI-35),  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  Rm.  12A-16,  5600 
Fishers  Lane,  Rockville,  MD  20857, 
approximately  15  working  days  after  the 
meeting,  at  a  cost  of  10  cents  per  page. 
The  transcript  may  be  viewed  at  the 
Dockets  Management  Branch  (HFA- 
305),  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  Rm. 
4-62,  5600  Fishers  Lane,  Rockville,  MD 
20857,  approximately  15  working  days 
after  the  meeting,  between  the  hours  of  9 
a.m.  and  4  p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday. 
Summary  minutes  of  the  open  portion  of 
the  meeting  will  be  available  from  the 
Freedom  of  Information  Office  (address 
above)  beginning  approximately  90  days 
after  the  meeting. 

This  notice  is  issued  under  section 
10(a)(1)  and  (2)  of  the  Federal  Advisory 
Committee  Act  (Pub.  L.  92-463,  86  Stat. 
770-776  (5  U.S.C.  App.  I)),  and  FDA’s 
regulations  (21  CFR  Part  14)  on  advisory 
committees. 

Dated:  November  9, 1988. 

Ronald  G.  Chesemore, 

Acting  Associate  Commissioner  for 
Regulatory  Affairs. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26403  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 

BILLING  CODE  4160-01-M 


Advisory  Committee;  Meeting 

agency:  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 
action:  Notice. 

summary:  This  notice  announces  a 
forthcoming  meeting  of  a  public 
advisory  committee  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  (FDA).  This  notice 
also  summarizes  the  procedures  for  the 
meetings  and  methods  by  which 
interested  persons  may  participate  in 
open  public  hearings  before  FDA’s 
advisory  committees. 

MEETING:  The  following  advisory 
committee  meeting  is  announced: 

Vaccines  and  Related  Biological 
Products  Advisory  Committee 

Date,  time,  and  place.  November  18, 
1988,  8:30  a.m..  Lister  Hill  Auditorium, 
Bldg.  38A,  National  Library  of  Medicine, 
National  Institutes  of  Health,  8600 
Rockville  Pike,  Bethesda,  MD. 

Type  of  meeting  and  contact  person. 
Open  committee  discussion,  8:30  a.m.  to 
12:30  p.m.;  open  public  hearing,  12:30 
p.m.  to  1:30  p.m.,  unless  public 
participation  does  not  last  that  long; 

Jack  Gertzog,  Center  for  Drug  Evaluation 
and  Research  (HFD-9).  Food  and  Drug 
Administration,  5600  Fishers  Lane, 
Rockville,  MD  20857,  301-443-5455. 

General  function  of  the  committee. 

The  committee  reviews  and  evaluates 
available  data  on  the  safety  and 
effectiveness  of  marketed  and 
investigational  human  drugs  for  use  in 


the  diagnosis,  prevention,  or  treatment 
of  human  diseases.  The  committee  also 
reviews  and  evaluates  the  quality  and 
relevance  of  FDA’s  research  program 
which  provides  scientific  support  for  the 
regulation  of  these  products. 

Agenda— Open  public  hearing. 
Interested  persons  may  present  data, 
information,  or  views,  orally  or  in 
writing,  on  issues  pending  before  the 
committee.  Those  desiring  to  make 
formal  presentations  should  notify  the 
contact  person  as  soon  as  possible. 

Open  committee  discussion.  The 
committee  will  discuss  a  treatment  IND 
request  for  IMREG  (an 
immunosupportive  biologic  agent). 
Seating  capacity  is  limited  and  seating 
for  the  public  will  be  on  a  first-come 
basis. 

FDA  is  giving  less  than  15  days  public 
notice  of  this  Vaccines  and  Related 
Biological  Products  Advisory  Committee 
meeting  because  it  involves  an 
expedited  review  of  a  biologic  intended 
for  a  life-threatening  illness,  consistent 
with  FDA’s  new  initiative  for  expediting 
the  review  of  such  products.  The  next 
regularly  scheduled  meeting  of  the 
committee  is  January  30  to  February  1, 
1989.  FDA  did  not  believe  it  appropriate 
to  wait  that  long.  Attempts  were  made 
to  schedule  a  committee  meeting  later  in 
November  or  in  early  December  to 
permit  sufficient  time  for  at  least  a  15- 
day  public  notice  of  the  meeting. 
However,  it  was  not  possible  to  find  a 
date  during  that  period  on  which  a 
quorum  of  committee  members  could 
meet.  The  agency  decided  that  it  was  in 
the  public  interest  to  hold  this  scientific 
review  on  November  18, 1988,  even  if 
there  was  not  sufficient  time  for  the 
customary  15-day  public  notice. 

FDA  public  advisory  committee 
meetings  may  have  as  many  as  four 
separable  portions:  (1)  An  open  public 
hearing,  (2)  an  open  committee 
discussion,  (3)  a  closed  presentation  of 
data,  and  (4)  a  closed  committee 
deliberation.  Every  advisory  committee 
meeting  shall  have  an  open  public 
hearing  portion.  Whether  or  not  it  also 
includes  any  of  the  other  three  portions 
will  depend  upon  the  specific  meeting 
involved.  There  are  no  closed  portions 
for  the  meetings  announced  in  this 
notice.  The  dates  and  times  reserved  for 
the  open  portions  of  each  committee 
meeting  are  listed  above. 

The  open  public  hearing  portion  of 
each  meeting  shall  be  at  least  1  hour 
long  unless  public  participation  does  not 
last  that  long.  It  is  emphasized,  however, 
that  the  1  hour  time  limit  for  an  open 
public  hearing  represents  a  minimum 
rather  than  a  maximum  time  for  public 
participation,  and  an  open  public 
hearing  may  last  for  whatever  longer 


period  the  committee  chairperson 
determines  will  facilitate  the  committee 
work. 

Public  hearings  are  subject  to  FDA’s 
guideline  (Subpart  C  of  21  CFR  Part  10) 
concerning  the  policy  and  procedures 
for  electronic  media  coverage  of  FDA’s 
public  administrative  proceedings, 
including  hearings  before  public 
advisory  committees  under  21  CFR  Part 
14.  Under  21  CFR  10.205,  representatives 
of  the  electronic  media  may  be 
permitted,  subject  to  certain  limitations, 
to  videotape,  film,  or  otherwise  record 
FDA’s  public  administrative 
proceedings,  including  presentations  by 
participants. 

Meetings  of  advisory  committees  shall 
be  conducted,  insofar  as  is  practical,  in 
accordance  with  the  agenda  published 
in  this  Federal  Register  notice.  Changes 
in  the  agenda  will  be  announced  at  the 
beginning  of  the  open  portion  of  a 
meeting. 

Any  interested  person  who  wishes  to 
be  assured  of  the  right  to  make  an  oral 
presentation  at  the  open  public  hearing 
portion  of  a  meeting  shall  inform  the 
contact  person  listed  above,  either 
orally  or  in  writing,  prior  to  the  meeting. 
Any  person  attending  the  hearing  who 
does  not  in  advance  of  the  meeting 
request  an  opportunity  to  speak  will  be 
allowed  to  make  an  oral  presentation  at 
the  hearing’s  conclusion,  if  time  permits, 
at  the  chairperson’s  discretion. 

Persons  interested  in  specific  agenda 
items  to  be  discussed  in  open  session 
may  ascertain  from  the  contact  person 
the  approximate  time  of  discussion. 

Details  on  the  agenda,  questions  to  be 
addressed  by  the  committee,  and  a 
current  list  of  committee  members  are 
available  from  the  contact  person  before 
and  after  the  meeting.  Transcripts  of  the 
open  portion  of  the  meeting  will  be 
available  from  the  Freedom  of 
Information  Office  (HFI-35),  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  Rm.  12A-16,  5600 
Fishers  Lane,  Rockville,  MD  20857, 
approximately  15  working  days  after  the 
meeting,  at  a  cost  of  10  cents  per  page. 
The  transcript  may  be  viewed  at  the 
Dockets  Management  Branch  (HFA- 
305),  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  Rm. 
4-62,  5600  Fishers  Lane,  Rockville,  MD 
20857,  approximately  15  working  days 
after  the  meeting,  between  the  hours  of  9 
a.m.  and  -4  p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday. 
Summary  minutes  of  the  open  portion  of 
the  meeting  will  be  available  from  the 
Freedom  of  Information  Office  (address 
above)  beginning  approximately  90  days 
after  the  meeting. 

This  notice  is  issued  under  section 
10(a)(1)  and  (2)  of  the  Federal  Advisory 
Committee  Act  (Pub.  L.  92-463,  86  Stat. 
770-776  (5  U.S.C.  App.  I)),  and  FDA’s 
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regulations  (21  CFR  Part  14)  on  advisory 
commttees. 

Dated:  November  14, 1988. 

)ohn  M.  Taylor, 

Associate  Commissioner  for  Regulatory 
Affairs. 

[FR  Doc,  8&-26556  Filed  11-11-88;  11:47  am) 
BILLING  CODE  4ie0-01-M 


(Docket  No.  88N-0387] 

Public  Meeting;  Seafood  Safety  as 
Related  to  Cooked  and  Processed 
Seafood 

agency:  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 
action:  Notice. 

summary:  The  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  (FDA)  is  announcing  a 
public  meeting  with  the  seafood  industry 
and  other  interested  persons  to  discuss 
a  number  of  agency  concerns  relating  to 
public  health  aspects  of  cooked  and 
processed  seafood. 

DATES:  The  meeting  will  be  held  Friday, 
December  16, 1988,  9:30  a.m.  to  3  p.m. 
Interested  persons  who  will  be  unable  to 
attend  the  meeting  may  submit  written 
comments  on  the  issues  outlined  in  this 
notice  by  January  16, 1989. 
addresses:  The  meeting  will  be  held  in 
the  auditorium  of  the  Hubert  H. 
Humphrey  Bldg.,  200  Independence  Ave. 
SW.,  Washington,  DC  20201.  Written 
comments  should  be  sent  to  the  Dockets 
Management  Branch  (HFA-305),  Food 
and  Drug  Administration,  Rm.  4-62,  5600 
Fishers  Lane,  Rockville,  MD  20857, 
referencing  the  Docket  No.  foimd  in  the 
heading  of  this  notice. 

FDR  FURTHER  INFDRMATIDN  CDNTACT: 
John  M.  Tisler,  Center  for  Food  Safety 
and  Applied  Nutrition  (HFF-326),  Food 
and  Drug  Administration,  200  C  St.  SW., 
Washington,  DC  20204,  202-485-0255. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFDRMATIDN:  The 
meeting  is  being  sponsored  by  FDA,  in 
accordance  with  21  CFR  10.65(b),  to 
discuss  with  the  seafood  industry  and 
other  interested  persons  the  agency's 
concerns  raised  by  its  inspectional  and 
analytical  findings  relating  to  cooked 
and  processed  seafood. 

Issues  to  be  discussed  will  include: 

1.  Microbiological  contamination  of 
ready-to-eat  or  heat-and-serve  seafood 
products. 

2.  Public  health  concerns  relating  to 
these  products. 

3.  Improved  processing  practices  for 
these  products. 

4.  Strategies  for  protecting  the 
consumer  from  associated  health  risks. 

FDA  is  inviting  all  interested  persons 
to  participate  in  this  meeting.  Interested 
persons  who  will  be  unable  to  attend  the 


meeting  may  submit  to  FDA  written 
comments  that  set  forth  their  views  on 
the  issues  outlined  in  this  notice. 

Dated:  November  9, 1988. 

Ronald  G.  Chesemoie, 

Acting  Associate  Commissioner  for 
Regulatory  A ffairs. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26402  Filed  11-10-88:  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  4ie0-01-M 


Consumer  Participation;  Open  Meeting 

agency:  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 
action:  Notice. 

summary:  The  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  (FDA)  is  announcing  the 
following  district  consumer  exchange 
meeting: 

Dallas  District  Office,  chaired  by 
Gerald  E.  Vince,  District  Director.  The 
topic  to  be  discussed  is  new  drug 
development  in  the  United  States. 

DATE:  Monday,  November  28, 1988, 1:30 
p.m.  to  3:30  p.m. 

ADDRESS:  Texas  Pharmaceutical 
Association,  1624  East  Anderson  Lane, 
AusUn,  TX  78723. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Juan  A.  Tijerina,  Consumer  Affairs 
Officer,  Food  and  Drug  Administration, 
727  East  Durango,  Rm.  B-406,  San 
Antonio,  TX  78206-1200,  512-229-6737. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
purpose  of  this  meeting  is  to  encourage 
dialogue  between  consumers  and  FDA 
officials,  to  identify  and  set  priorities  for 
current  and  future  health  concerns,  to 
enhance  relationships  between  local 
consumers  and  FDA’s  district  offices, 
and  to  contribute  to  the  agency’s 
policymaking  decisions  on  vital  issues. 

Dated:  November  9, 1988. 

Ronald  G.  Chesemore, 

Acting  Associate  Commissioner  for 
Regulatory  Affairs. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26404  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am) 
BILUNG  CODE  4160-01-M 


Health  Resources  and  Services 
Administration 

Final  Funding  Priority  for  Grants  for 
Predoctoral  Training  in  Family 
Medicine 

The  Health  Resources  and  Services 
Administration  announces  the  final 
funding  priority  for  Grants  for 
Predoctoral  Training  in  Family  Medicine 
which  will  be  applied  in  the  review  of 
applications  for  Fiscal  Year  1989. 

Section  786(a)  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  authorizes  the  award  of 
grants  to  assist  in  meeting  the  cost  of 
planning,  developing  and  operating  or 


participating  in  approved  predoctoral 
training  programs  in  the  Held  of  family 
medicine.  Grants  may  include  support 
for  the  program  only  or  support  for  both 
the  program  and  the  trainees. 

To  receive  support,  programs  must 
meet  the  requirements  of  regulations  as 
set  forth  in  42  CFR  Part  57,  Subpart  Q. 

Review  Criteria 

The  review  of  applications  will  take 
into  consideration  the  following  criteria: 

1.  The  potential  effectiveness  of  the 
proposed  project  in  carrying  out  the 
education  purposes  of  section  786(a)  of 
the  Act: 

2.  The  degree  to  which  the  project 
plan  adequately  provides  for  meeting 
the  requirements: 

3.  The  administrative  and 
management  ability  of  the  applicant  to 
carry  out  the  proposed  project  in  a  cost- 
effective  manner;  and 

4.  The  potential  of  the  project  to 
continue  on  a  self-sustaining  basis  after 
the  period  of  grant  support. 

In  addition,  the  following  mechanisms 
may  be  applied  in  determining  the 
funding  of  approved  applications: 

1.  Funding  preferemces — Funding  of  a 
specific  category  or  group  of  approved 
applications  ahead  of  other  categories  or 
groups  of  applications,  such  as 
competing  continuations  ahead  of  new 
projects. 

2.  Funding  priorities — favorable 
adjustment  of  review  scores  by  HRSA 
staff  when  applications  meet  specified 
objective  criteria. 

3.  Special  considerations — 
enhancement  of  priority  scores  by  merit 
reviewers  based  on  the  extent  to  which 
applications  address  special  areas  of 
concern. 

A  proposed  funding  priority  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
August  15, 1988,  (53  FR  30719)  for  Grants 
for  Predoctoral  Training  in  Family 
Medicine.  One  comment  was  received 
during  the  30  day  comment  period  in 
support  of  increasing  primary  care 
services  to  special  populations. 

Therefore,  the  funding  priority  as 
proposed  is  retained  as  follows: 

A  funding  priority  will  be  given  to 
projects  in  which  substantial  training 
experience  is  in  a  PHS  332  health 
manpower  shortage  area  and/or  PHS 
329  migrant  health  center,  PHS  330 
community  health  center  of  PHS  781 
funded  Area  Health  Education  Center  or 
State  designated  clinic/center  serving 
an  underserved  populations. 

This  program  is  listed  at  13.986  in  the 
Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance. 
It  is  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
Executive  Order  12372, 

Integovemmental  Review  of  Federal 
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Programs  (as  implemented  through  45 
CFR  Part  100). 

Dated:  November  9, 1988. 

)ohn  H.  Kelso, 

Acting  Administrator, 

(FR  Doc.  88-26401  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNG  CODE  4160-15-M 


National  Institutes  of  Health 

Division  of  Research  Resources; 
General  Research  Support  Review 
Committee;  Amended  Notice  of 
Meeting 

Notice  is  hereby  given  of  a  change  in 
the  meeting  of  the  Minority  Biomedical 
Research  Support  Subcommittee 
(MBRSS)  of  the  General  Research 
Support  Review  Committee  (GRSRC),  on 
November  18, 1988,  which  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register, 

August  12, 1988,  (53  FR  30472-30473). 

This  meeting  was  to  have  met  in 
closed  session  on  November  18,  from 
8:30  a.m.  to  12:00  noon.  The  meeting  will 
now  be  open  to  the  public  from  8:30  a.m. 
to  11:00  a.m.  in  Conference  Room  9, 
Building  3lC,  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  to  discuss  policy  matters 
relating  to  the  Minority  Biomedical 
Research  Support  Program.  The  meeting 
will  be  closed  to  the  public  from  1:00 
p.m.  to  adjournment  for  the  review  of 
grant  applications. 

Dated:  November  10, 1988. 

Betty  ).  Beveridge, 

Committee  Management  Officer,  NIH. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26669  Filed  11-15-88: 10:15  am] 
BILLING  CODE  4140-01-M 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Land  Records  for  Saginaw  Chippewa 
Indian-Owned  Lands  in  the  State  of 
Michigan 

action:  Notice;  Transfer  of  custody. 

summary:  This  notice  is  published  in 
accordance  with  25  CFR  150  and  in 
exercise  of  authority  delegated  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  the  Assistant 
Secretary — Indian  Affairs  under  209  DM 
8.1.  As  of  January  1, 1989,  the  official 
custody  of  all  Saginaw  Chippewa  land 
records  and  title  documents  pertaining 
to  Indian-owned  trust  or  restricted  lands 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Minneapolis 
Area  Office,  Minneapolis,  Minnesota, 
and  the  Michigan  Agency,  Sault  Ste. 
Marie,  Michigan,  whether  within  or 
outside  the  boundaries  of  the  Isabella  or 
Saginaw  Chippewa  Indian  Reservation 
is  transferred  from  the  Central  Office, 


Washington,  DC,  to  the  Aberdeen  Land 
Titles  and  Records  OfHce,  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs,  115  4th  Avenue  SE., 
Aberdeen,  South  Dakota  57401.  The 
Aberdeen  Land  Titles  and  Records 
OfHce  is  thereafter  the  ofHcial  office  of 
record  for  the  recording  and 
maintenance  of  these  records. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  January  1, 1989. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT 
Quentin  M.  Jones,  Land  Records  OfHcer, 
Division  of  Real  Estate  Services,  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs.  18th  and  C  Streets 
NW.,  Washington,  DC  20245. 

W.P.  Ragsdale, 

Acting  Assistant  Secretary — Indian  Affairs. 
[FR  Doc.  88-26391  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  431(H>2-M 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

[ID-943-09-4214-10;  1-18246] 

Termination  of  Recreation  and  Public 
Purpose  Classification;  Idaho 

agency:  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Interior. 

action:  Classification  termination. 

summary:  This  order  terminates  a 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
classiHcation  affecting  120  acres  of 
public  land  near  Portneuf,  Idaho.  After 
termination  of  the  classiHcation,  the 
underlying  lands  will  immediately 
become  available  for  disposal  through  a 
pending  public  sale  action. 
effective  date:  November  16, 1988. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT 
Nancy  Bloyer,  BLM,  Idaho  State  Office, 
3380  Americana  Terrace,  Boise,  Idaho 
83706,  208-334-1471, 

By  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  by  the 
Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act  of 
June  14, 1926,  as  amended;  43  U.S.C.  869; 
869-4;  it  is  ordered  as  follows; 

1.  Pursuant  to  the  regulations  in  43 
CFR  2091.7-l(b)(l)  and  the  authority 
delegated  to  me  by  BLM  Manual  Section 
1203  (48  FR  85],  the  classification 
decision  of  February  28, 1983,  which 
classified  120  acres  of  public  land  as 
suitable  for  recreation  and  public 
purposes  under  the  Act  of  June  14, 1926, 
as  amended;  43  U.S.C.  869;  869-4,  under 
serial  number  1-18246,  is  hereby  revoked 
insofar  as  it  affects  the  following- 
described  lands: 

Boise  Meridian 
T.  7  S.,  R.  35  E. 

Sec.  28,  WV4SWy4,  SEy4SWy«. 

The  area  described  contains  120  acres  in 
Bannock  County. 

2.  Upon  termination  of  the 
classiHcation,  the  underlying  lands  will 


immediately  become  available  for 
disposal  through  a  pending  public  sale 
action  under  section  203  of  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976. 

Delmar  D.  Vail, 

State  Director. 

Dated:  November  9, 1988. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26408  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNG  CODE  4310-S6-M 


[UT-040-09-4830-12] 

Cedar  City  District  Advisory  Council; 
Meeting 

Notice  is  hereby  given  in  accordance 
with  Pub.  L.  92-463,  that  a  meeting  of  the 
Cedar  City  District  Advisory  Council 
will  be  held  Friday,  December  2, 1988. 
The  meeting  will  begin  at  9:30  a.m.  in  the 
BLM  office  at  176  East  DL  Sargent  Drive, 
Cedar  City,  Utah.  The  agenda  will 
include:  Dixie  Resource  Area  land  use 
planning;  riparian  policy:  Recreation 
2000  program;  and  updates  on  the  Desert 
Tortoise  program. 

All  Advisory  Coimcil  meetings  are 
open  to  the  public.  Interested  persons 
may  make  oral  statements  at  9:45  a.m., 
or  submit  written  comments  for  the 
Council's  consideration.  Anyone 
wishing  to  make  an  oral  statement  must 
notify  the  District  Manager,  176  East  DL 
Sargent  Drive,  Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 
by  November  30, 1988.  Depending  on  the 
number  of  persons  wishing  to  make  a 
statement,  a  per  person  time  limit  may 
be  established  by  the  District  Manager 
or  the  Council  Chairman. 

Date:  November  7, 1988. 

David  F.  Everett, 

Acting  District  Manager. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26394  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  4310-00-M 


[NM-040-09-4212-08] 

Kansas  Supplemental  Planning 
Analysis;  Availability  and  Public 
Meeting 

agency:  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Interior,  Tulsa  District,  Oklahoma. 
ACTION:  Notice  of  availability /notice  of 
public  meeting. 

summary:  The  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM),  Oklahoma 
Resource  Area  of  the  Tulsa  District,  has 
prepared  a  Supplement  to  the  1987 
document  Planning  for  Proposed 
Disposal  of  Public  Lands  in  Kansas.  This 
Supplemental  Planning  Analysis  (SPA) 
addresses  the  disposal  of  Federally 
owned  surface  estate  managed  by  the 
BLM  within  the  State  of  Kansas.  The 
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known  BLM  managed  Federal  surface 
estate  within  Kansas  consists  of  1,023.49 
acres,  located  on  21  isolated  tracts, 
within  15  Kansas  Counties.  The 
Proposed  Action  analyzed  by  the  SPA  is 
the  transfer  of  public  lands  with  fish  and 
wildlife  values  to  the  Kansas 
Department  of  Wildlife  and  Parks 
(KDWP),  and  the  transfer  into  private 
ownership  of  those  tracts  of  public  lands 
meeting  the  provisions  of  the  Color-of- 
Title  Act  of  December  22, 1928  (45  Stat. 
1069:  43  U.S.C.  1068, 1068a), 

Availability:  The  subject  document 
has  been  sent  to  all  persons  on  the  SPA 
mailing  list.  Additional  copies  of  the 
SPA  are  available  upon  request  from  the 
Resource  Area  Manager  at  the  address 
below. 

Public  Meeting:  A  public  meeting/ 
open  house  will  be  held  to  provide  the 
public  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
proposed  action.  BLM  representatives 
will  receive  both  oral  and  written 
comments  at  this  public  meeting/open 
house.  The  public  meeting/open  house 
will  be  held  December  14, 1988,  in  Great 
Bend,  Kansas  at  the  Best  Western 
Angus  Inn,  Second  floor  meeting  room, 
2920 10th  Street,  from  3:00  p.m.  to  7:00 
p.m. 

Comments:  In  addition  to  the  public 
meeting/open  house,  written  comments 
and  suggestions  concerning  the 
proposed  action  will  be  received  until 
close  of  business,  December  21, 1988,  at 
the  Oklahoma  Resource  Area  Office. 
ADDRESS:  Comments  and  suggestions 
concerning  this  Proposed  Action  should 
be  sent  to:  Area  Manager,  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  Oklahoma  Resource 
Area,  200  W.  Fifth  Street,  Room  548, 
Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma  73102. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Brian  Mills,  Oklahoma  Resource  Area. 
(405)  231-5491. 

Dated:  November  9, 19B8. 

Monte  G.  Jordan, 

Associate  State  Director. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26407  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  4310-FB-M 


[AZ  020-41-5410-ZAFA;  AZA-23560] 

Receipt  of  Conveyance  of  Mineral 
Interest  Application;  Arizona 

action:  Notice  of  receipt  of  conveyance 
of  mineral  interest  application,  AZA- 
23560. _ 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  pursuant 
to  section  209  of  Ae  Act  of  October  21, 
1976, 90  Stat.  2757,  ANAM,  Inc.,  has 
applied  to  purchase  the  mineral  estate 
described  as  follows: 


Gila  and  Salt  River  Meridian,  Arizona 
T.  6  S.,  R.  12  E.. 

Sec.  33,  SViS^: 

Sec.  34,  SV4. 

T.  7  S..  R.  11  E.. 

Sec.  25,  ail. 

T.  7  S.,  R.  12  E., 

Sec.  3.  lots  1,  2.  S^NEy4. 

T.  7  S.,  R.  13  E., 

Sec.  12.  SV^; 

Sec.  13,  EV4; 

Sec.  27.  swy4swy4. 

T.  7  S..  R.  14  E., 

Sec.  17.  EV4,  SViNWy4,  SWy4: 

Sec.  21.  N%NWy4: 

Sec.  26,  Sy!NWy4.  SV2; 

Sec.  27.  W%: 

Sec.  28,  EV4.  SWy4; 

Sec.  29,  NVi.  NysSWy4.  SEy4SWy4,  SEy4; 

Sec.  30,  NEy4NEy4; 

Sec.  31,  lots  1  to  4,  incl.,  SEViSWVi,  SVi 
SEy4: 

Sec.  32,  Wt4: 

Spr  WVi 

Sec!  35!  N^sNys.  SEy4NEy4.  swy4Nwy4. 

T.  8  S.,  R.  13  E., 

Sec.  8,  Ey2; 

Sec.  9,  SV^: 

Sec.  11.  Eya: 

Sec.  12.  SWVtNVJV*.  WVzSV/V*,  SEMi 
SWy4; 

Sec.  13,  NysNM!; 

Sec.  14.  SWy4.  SV4SEy4; 

Sec.  15,  Ey2SWy4.  W%SEy4: 

Sec.  22,  all; 

Sec.  23,  EVisNE'A.  SWy4NEy4.  NyaNW^A, 
SWy4NWy4.  S‘A: 

Sec.  25,  all; 

Sec.  26,  NM»: 

Sec.  27.  all. 

T.  8  S.,  R.  14  E.. 

Sec.  2,  SV^; 

Sec!  e!  kJt’e,  NEy4SWy4: 

Sec.  7,  E¥z; 

Sec.  8.  all; 

Sec.  11,  NVa; 

Sec.  14,  all; 

Sec.  18,  lots  1.  NEyi,  NEy4NWy4: 

Sec.  20.  W%: 

Sec.  22,  SEy4: 

Sec.  23,  SV^SV^; 

Sec.  24.  EVit,  SWy4: 

Sec.  26,  NM!N%; 

Sec.  27.  NEy4; 

Sec.  29,  NV«!NWy4: 

Sec.  30.  NEy4.  N%SEy4. 

Containing  15,207.25  acres,  more  or  less. 

Additional  information  concerning 
this  application  may  be  obtained  from 
the  Area  Manager.  Phoenix  Resource 
Area,  Phoenix  District  Office,  2015  West 
Deer  Valley  Road,  Phoenix,  Arizona 
85027. 

Upon  publication  of  this  notice  in  the 
Federal  Register,  the  mineral  interests 
described  above  will  be  segregated  to 
the  extent  that  they  will  not  be  open  to 
appropriation  under  the  public  land 
laws,  including  the  mining  laws.  The 
segregative  effect  of  the  application 
shall  terminate  either  upon  issuance  of  a 
patent  or  other  document  of  conveyance 
of  such  mineral  interests,  upon  final 


rejection  of  the  application  or  two  years 
from  the  date  of  frling  of  the  application, 
October  5, 1988,  whichever  occurs  first. 
Henri  R.  Bisson, 

District  Manager. 

Date:  October  27, 1988. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26395  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNQ  CODE  4310-32-M 


ICA-020-09-4050-90;  CA20656] 

Realty  Action;  Classification  of  Public 
Lands  in  Lassen  County,  CA 

agency:  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Interior. 

action:  Notice  of  realty  action; 
classification  of  Public  Lands  under  the 
Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act,  in 
Lassen  County,  CA,  (CA20656). 


summary:  The  following  described 
public  lands  are  hereby  classified  as 
suitable  for  lease  under  the  Recreation 
and  Public  Purposes  Act  of  June  14. 1926, 
as  amended  (43  U.S.C.  869  et  seq.): 

T.  SON.,  R.  13E.,  M.D.M.,  California 

Section  17;  WV4  N^  NWy4  NE'A.  EV4 
NV4  Nwy4  NEy4. 

Total;  15  acres. 

These  lands  are  proposed  to  be  leased 
to  the  Lassen  County  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  20  years,  with  option  to 
renew  the  lease,  for  the  construction 
and  operation  of  a  flying  site  and 
landing  Beld  for  radio  controlled  model 
airplanes.  The  lease  shall  be  subject  to 
the  standard  terms  and  conditions  of  a 
Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act 
Lease  as  contained  on  BLM  Form  2912- 
1.  In  addition,  the  lease  will  contain 
special  stipulations  designed  to  mitigate 
environmental  impacts  and  to  protect 
valid  existing  rights. 

These  stipulations  will  require  the 
lessee  to:  (1)  Develop  the  site  in 
accordance  with  the  Plan  of 
Development  and  Site  Plan;  (2)  close 
livestock  control  gates  or  install  cattle 
guards  if  needed;  (3)  paint  all  buildings 
in  colors  that  blend  with  the  area  and  to 
maintain  all  structures  in  good  repair;  (4) 
locate  facilities  at  least  100  feet  from  a 
nearby  county  road;  (5)  cause  no 
interference  with  existing  road  right-of- 
way  CA  12431,  and  to  maintain  that 
portion  of  CA  12431  that  runs  through 
the  lease;  (6)  carry  liability  insurance 
covering  all  use  at  the  site;  (7)  design 
and  install  sanitary  facilities  in 
accordance  with  local  health  codes;  (8) 
remove  all  trash  or  refuse  frt)m  the  site; 
(9)  reclaim  and  rehabilitate  the  site  in 
the  event  the  lease  is  relinquished  or 
terminated. 
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The  above  described  public  lands  are 
hereby  segregated  from  all  other  forms 
of  disposal,  entry  or  appropriation  under 
the  public  land  laws,  including  locations 
under  the  mining  laws,  but  not  to  leasing 
under  the  mineral  leasing  laws.  Any 
minerial  leases  issued  would  contain  a 
no  surface  occupancy  clause.  The 
segregative  efrect  of  this  notice  shall 
automatically  expire  18  months  after 
publication  of  this  notice,  if  no 
application  is  filed  or  if  no  lease  is 
issued.  If  a  lease  is  issued,  the 
segregation  will  continue  for  the  term  of 
the  lease,  unless  this  notice  is  amended 
or  revised. 

Conunents:  For  a  period  of  45  days 
after  publication  of  this  notice  in  the 
Federal  Register,  comments  may  be  sent 
to  the  District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  705  Hall  St.,  Susanville, 

CA  96130.  Comments  will  be  evaluated 
by  the  California  State  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  who  may 
affirm,  vacate  or  modify  this 
classification. 

Information:  For  additional 
information  on  this  matter  call  or  write 
the  Eagle  Lake  Area  Manager,  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  2545  Riverside  Drive, 
Susanville,  CA  91630.  Telephone  (916) 
257-0456. 

Richard  H.  Stark,  (r.. 

Eagle  Lake  Area  Manager. 

November  2, 1988. 

|FR  Doc.  88-26392  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNG  CODE  4310-40-M 

[ID-943-09-4212-13;  1-23055] 

Realty  Action;  issuance  of  Land 
Exchange  Conveyance  Document; 
Idaho 

agency:  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Interior. 

ACTION:  Exchange  of  public  and  private 
lands. 

summary:  The  United  States  has  issued 
an  exchange  conveyance  document  to 
Larry  M.  Bull,  ]r.,  Pocatello,  Idaho  83204, 
for  the  following-described  lands  under 
section  206  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  of  1976: 

Boise  Meridian 
T.  7  S.,  R.  35  E., 

Sec.  23,  SWy4SEy4; 

Sec.  26,  N%NWy4,  NWy4NEy4. 

Comprising  160.00  acres  of  public  land. 

In  exchange  for  these  lands,  the 
United  States  acquired  the  following- 
described  lands: 

Boise  Meridian 
T.  7  S.,  R.  35  E., 

Sec.  36,  SEy4SWy4,  SWy4SEV4, 

Sec.  35,  NEy4NWy4.  NWy4NEV4. 


Comprising  160.00  acres  of  private  land. 

The  purpose  of  the  exchange  was  to 
acquire  the  non-federal  lands  for  use  in 
wildlife  habitat  and  riparian 
management.  The  public  interest  was 
well  served  through  completion  of  this 
exchange. 

The  values  of  the  federal  public  land 
and  the  non-federal  land  in  the 
exchange  were  both  appraised  at  the 
equal  value  of  $32,000.00. 

John  Davis, 

Deputy  State  Director  for  Operations. 

Dated:  November  4, 1988. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26393  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNQ  CODE  4310-GG-N 

INTERNATIONAL  TRADE 
COMMISSION 

[Investigation  No.  337-TA-242I 

Certain  Dynamic  Random  Access 
Memories,  Components  Thereof  and 
Products  Containing  Same;  Change  of 
Commission  Investigative  Attorney 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  as  of  this 
date,  Deborah  D.  Soikin,  Esq.,  of  the 
Office  of  Unfair  Import  Investigations 
will  be  the  Commission  investigative 
attorney  in  the  above-cited  investigation 
instead  of  Gary  J.  Rinkerman,  Esq. 

The  Secretary  is  requested  to  publish 
this  Notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

Lynn  1.  Levine, 

Director,  Office  of  Unfair  Import 
Investigations. 

Dated:  November  10, 1988. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26492  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 
BILUNG  CODE  7020-e2-M 

[Investigation  No.  337-TA-276] 

Certain  Erasable  Programmable  Read 
Only  Memories,  Components  Thereof, 
Products  Containing  Such  Memories, 
and  Processes  for  Making  Such 
MenfKNies;  Change  of  Commission 
Investigative  Attorney 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  as  of  this 
date,  Deborah  D.  Sorkin,  Esq.,  of  the 
Office  of  Unfair  Import  Investigations 
will  be  the  Commission  investigative 
attorney  in  the  above-cited  investigation 
instead  of  Gary  ].  Rinkerman,  Esq. 

The  Secretary  is  requested  to  publish 
this  Notice  in  the  Federal  Register. 

Lynn  1.  Levine, 

Director,  Office  of  Unfair  Import 
Investigations. 

Dated:  November  10, 1988. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26493  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNO  COOE  7020-03-N 


[332-265] 

United  Statee-lsrael  Free>Trade 
Agreement;  Probable  Effects  on  U,S. 
Industry  and  Consumers  of  Certain 
Remaining  U.S.  and  Israel  Tariff 
Reductions 

agency:  United  States  International 
Trade  Commission. 

ACTION;  Institution  of  investigation  and 
scheduling  of  hearing. 

summary:  Following  receipt  on 
September  28, 1988,  of  a  request  from 
the  U.S.  Trade  Representative  made  at 
the  direction  of  the  President  the 
Commission  instituted  investigation  No. 
332-265  under  section  332(g)  of  the  Tariff 
Act  of  1930  (19  U.S.C.  1332(g))  to— 

1.  Advise  the  President,  with  respect 
to  each  article  contained  in  the  attached 
annex  1,  as  to  the  probable  economic 
effect  on  domestic  industries  in  the 
United  States  producing  like  or  directly 
competitive  products,  and  on 
consumers,  of  the  removal  of  the  duties 
on  these  products  of  Israel  in  six  equal 
annual  stages  commencing  on  January  1, 
1990,  compared  with  the  probable 
economic  effect  of  the  elimination  of 
these  duties  without  staging  on  January 
1, 1995,  the  latest  date  for  duty 
elimination  provided  in  the 
implementing  legislation  for  the 
Agreement. 

2.  Report  on  the  likely  economic 
benefits  to  U.S.  exporters  of  products  in 
the  attached  annex  2  of  a  similar  six- 
stage  elimination  of  the  Israeli  duties 
over  the  period  in  question.  Annex  2 
lists  the  products  in  terms  of  the 
headings  in  the  Israeli  tariff  schedule 
prior  to  Israel’s  adoption  of  the 
Harmonized  System. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  November  8, 1988. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

(1)  Agricultural  products,  Mr.  Doug 
Newman  (202-252-1328) 

(2)  Textiles  and  apparel,  Mr.  Larry 
Butler  (202-252-1470) 

,  (3)  Chemical  products,  Mr.  Edward 
Matusik  (202-252-1356) 

(4)  Minerals  and  metals,  Ms.  Ann  Reed 
(202-252-1428) 

(5)  Machinery  and  equipmenL  Mr.  John 
Cutchin  (202-252-1396) 

(6)  General  manufactures,  Mr.  Richardo 
Witherspoon  (202-252-1489) 

All  of  the  above  are  in  the 
Commission’s  Office  of  Industries.  For 
information  on  legal  aspects  of  the 
investigation  contact  Mr.  William 
Gearhart  of  the  Commission’s  Office  of 
the  General  Counsel  at  202-252-1091. 
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Background 

The  Agreement  on  the  establishment 
of  a  Free  Trade  Area  between  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  Government  of  Israel, 
entered  into  in  April  1985,  provides  that 
all  products  of  Israel  imported  into  the 
United  States  and  all  products  of  the 
United  States  imported  into  Israel  which 
conform  to  the  conditions  specified  in 
the  Agreement  shall  be  free  of  duty  by 
January  1, 1995. 

Duties  on  a  large  number  of  articles 
were  removed  immediately  upon 
implementation  of  the  Agreement  on 
September  1, 1985.  For  virtually  all 
remaining  articles,  staged  removal  of  the 
duty  began  on  September  1, 1985.  For  a 
short  list  of  articles,  however,  the 
Agreement  specified  that  the  most- 
favored-nation  rate  would  continue  to 
apply  until  January  1, 1990,  and  that  the 
rates  to  be  applied  on  and  after  January 
1, 1990,  shall  be  determined  after 
consultation  between  the  Governments 
of  Israel  and  the  United  States. 
Nevertheless,  effective  January  1, 1995, 
these  articles  are  to  be  free  of  duty.  Any 
reduction  of  these  duties  prior  to 
January  1, 1995,  however,  requires 
Congressional  approval. 


Preparatory  to  entering  into 
consultations  with  the  Government  of 
Israel  on  the  U.S.  and  Israel  rates  of 
duty  to  be  applied  on  the  articles  in 
Annex  1  and  Annex  2  when  imported  on 
and  after  January  1, 1990,  the  USTR 
requested  the  assistance  of  the 
Commission  in  providing  probable 
economic  effects  advice. 

Public  Hearing 

A  public  hearing  in  connection  with 
the  investigation  will  be  held  in  the 
Commission  Hearing  Room,  500  E  Street 
SW.,  Washington,  DC,  beginning  at  9:30 
a.m.  on  January  24, 1989,  and  continuing 
as  required  on  January  25.  All  persons 
shall  have  the  right  to  appear  by  counsel 
or  in  person,  to  present  information,  and 
to  be  heard.  Persons  wishing  to  appear 
at  the  public  hearing  should  file  requests 
to  appear  and  should  file  prehearing 
briefs  (original  and  14  copies)  with  the 
Secretary,  United  States  International 
Trade  Commission,  500  E  Street  SW., 
Washington,  DC  20436,  not  later  than 
5:00  p.m.,  January  10, 1989.  Post-hearing 
briefs  are  required  by  February  7, 1989. 

Written  Submissions 

In  lieu  of  or  in  addition  to 
appearances  at  the  public  hearing. 


interested  persons  are  invited  to  submit 
written  statements  concerning  the 
investigation.  Written  statements  should 
be  received  by  the  close  of  business  on 
February  7, 1989.  Commercial  or 
financial  information  which  a  submitter 
desires  the  Commission  to  treat  as 
confidential  must  be  submitted  on 
separate  sheets  of  paper,  each  clearly 
marked  “CooHdential  Business 
Information”  at  the  top.  All  submissions 
requesting  confidential  treatment  must 
conform  with  the  requirements  of  §  201.6 
of  the  Commission’s  Rules  of  Practice 
and  Procedure  (19  CFR  201.6).  All 
written  submissions,  except  for 
confidential  business  information,  will 
be  made  available  for  inspection  by 
interested  persons.  Ail  submissions 
should  be  addressed  to  the  Secretary  at 
the  Commission’s  office  in  Washington, 
DC. 

Hearing-impaired  individuals  are 
advised  that  information  on  this  matter 
can  be  obtained  by  contacting  our  TDD 
terminal  on  (202)  252-1810. 

By  order  of  the  Commission. 

Kenneth  R.  Mason, 

Secretary. 

Issued:  November  10, 1988. 


Annex  1.— U.S.  Tariff  Items 

HTS  No. 

Brief  descnption 

Col.  1  duty  rate 

7.7t/kg. 

11.3t/kg. 

25%  ad  val. 

35%  ad  val. 

14.7%  ad  val. 

?no?90  00 . 

Tomatoes,  other  than  whole  or  in  pieces,  prepared  or  preserved  otherwise  than  by  vinegar  or  acetic  acid . 

13,6%  ad  val. 

7.74/kg 

11.34/kg. 

11.64/kg. 

11.94/kg. 

11.64/kg. 

Olives  in  brine  not  green,  other  than  canned,  other  than  in  airtight  contairrers  of  glass  or  metal . 

5.14/kg. 

114/kg. 

9.254/liter 

5.34 /liter 

9.254/hter 

5.34 /liter 

9.254/liter 

5.34 /liter 

9.254/liter 

13.6%  ad  val. 

13.5%  ad  val. 

9.1%  ad  val. 

7.2%  ad  val. 

7.2%  ad  val. 

7.2%  ad  val. 

7.2%  ad  val. 

Other  halogenated  phenol  or  phenol-alcohol  derivatives,  n.e  s 

13.5%'ad  val. 

Halogenat^  phenol  or  phenol-alcohols  with  sulfo  groups,  thev  salts  arrd  esters,  n.e.s . 

13.5%  ad  val. 

2908.90.40 . 

Other  specified  derivatives  of  phenol  and  phenol-alcohols . 

13.5%  ad  val. 
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Annex  1.— U.S.  Tariff  Items— Continued 


U.S.  Tariff  ttems 


HTS  No. 

Brief  description 

Col.  1  duty  rate 

2909.30.07  . . . . 

20%  ad  val. 

15%  ad  val. 

7%  ad  val. 

7%  ad  val. 

6.5%  ad  val 

6.5%  ad  val. 

6.5%  ad  val. 

7%  ad  val. 

6.5%  ad  val. 

6.5%  ad  val. 

6.5%  ad  val. 

Annex  2 — Israel  Tariff  Items* 

Israel  Customs  Tariff  (CCN-based 
nomeclature) 

01040000  02011010  02011020 
02020000  02030000  02050000 
03011000  03011500  03014020 
03014090  03019900  03029900 
03030000  04010000  04021000 
04023000  04029000  04030000 
04040000  04059900  04060000 
04070000  05159900  06019900 
06029900  06030000  06049900 
07013000  07014000  07019900 
07020000  07039900  07042000 
07044000  07044990  08011000 
08019911  08019919  08019920 
08021000  08031000  08041000 
08042000  08059900  08061000 
08069900  08071000  08079900 
08080000  08090000  08100000 
08120000  09040000  10040000 
11021000  11029900  11050000 
11080000  12012000  12013000 
12013500  12014000  12015000 
12019900  12100000  15010000 
15020000  15031000  15039900 
15071031  15071032  15071034 
15121000  1512:^)00  15129900 
15130000  16010000  16020000 
16030000  16042090  16049900 
16050000  17041000  17042000 
17043000  17045000  18069910 
18069990  19030000  19071000 
19079900  19089900  20019900 
20024010  20024090  20029900 
20030000  20050000  20061000 
20063000  20069900  20079900 
21030000  21042000  21049900 
21052000  21059910  21059990 
21071000  21071500  21072000 
21073000  21077000  21078000 
21079900  22040000  22051000 
22059900  22070000  22080000 


‘  Annex  2  list*  the  products  in  terms  of  the 
headings  in  the  Israeli  tariff  schedule  prior  to 
Israel's  adoption  of  the  Harmonized  System. 
Contact  Ms.  Monica  Lane  of  the  Commission’s 
Office  of  Industries  (202-252-1296)  for  complete 
descriptions  of  the  articles  listed  and  the  Israel 
rates  of  duty. 


22091000 

22099900 

23010000 

23040000 

23060000 

23072000 

23073000 

23079900 

24010000 

24023000 

27101510 

27101590 

27102500 

27103000 

27105090 

27106000 

27109990 

27110000 

27120000 

27130000 

27160000 

29021040 

29041010 

29041020 

29111000 

29151000 

29253000 

30039910 

30039990 

30041000 

30042010 

30042090 

30043000 

30044000 

30045000 

30049900 

31021000 

32130000 

33069900 

34039990 

36061000 

36069900 

37039999 

37089900 

38111090 

38160000 

39011053 

39013520 

39013540 

39017000 

39017590 

39019900 

39021019 

39021021 

39021029 

39021033 

39021036 

39021039 

39021040 

39021069 

39021090 

39024000 

39024500 

39025010 

39025059 

39025060 

39025591 

39025592 

39029990 

39039941 

39039949 

39071010 

39071300 

39071420 

39071430 

39071449 

39074460 

39071471 

39071479 

39071481 

39071489 

39071490 

39075100 

39075621 

39076530 

39076540 

39079920 

39079930 

39079941 

39079990 

40090000 

40100000 

40113099 

40114090 

40119900 

40132010 

40132091 

40141090 

41021090 

41029920 

41029990 

41039900 

41049900 

41059900 

41080000 

41100000 

42022000 

42023000 

42029900 

44151500 

44152000 

44159900 

44189900 

44230000 

48012090 

48019910 

48019990 

48071090 

48078000 

48079910 

48153000 

48159990 

48169900 

41189900 

41192000 

48212000 

48219900 

49109900 

64019900 

64029900 

64030000 

64040000 

68049990 

68090000 

68109900 

70089900 

70171090 

79172000 

70181010 

73103500 

73183010 

73184090 

73203090 

73204010 

73204090 

73209990 

73219900 

73359900 

74031120 

74079900 

74103000 

74150000 

74160000 

76029990  76049990  76069900 
76089900  82049900  82059900 
82062000  83151090  84069990 
84115091  84116090  84120000 
84151000  84172000  84205090 
84224000  84612000  84612500 
84614000  84619900  84631021 
85011089  85012140  85012189 
85019990  85029900  85049900 
85131090  85151000  85179900 
85193590  85197090  85197500 
65202020  85226099  85233000 
85234090  85239929  85239990 
85269990  86080000  87051000 
90177090  90261020  90269900 
90283690  97034000  98055000 
98059900 

[FR  Doc.  88-26494  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILUNO  CODE  7020-02-M 


[TA-131(b)-13,  TA-503(a)-17,  and  332-266] 

Probable  Economic  Effect  of  Providing 
Duty-Free  Treatment  for  Watches 
Under  the  Generalized  System  of 
Preferences 

agency:  United  States  International 
Trade  Commission. 

ACTION;  Institution  of  investigation  and 
scheduling  of  hearing. 

summary:  Following  receipt  on  October 
18, 1988,  of  a  request  from  the  U.S.  Trade 
Representative  made  in  part  at  the 
direction  of  the  President,  the 
Commission  instituted  investigation 
Nos.  TA-131(b)-13,  TA-503(a)-17.  and 
332-266  under  sections  503(a]  and  131(b) 
of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  (19  U.S.C. 
2463(a)  and  2151(b))  and  section  332(g) 
of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19  U.S.C. 
1332(g))— 

(1)  Pursuant  to  sections  503(a)  and 
131(b)  of  the  Trade  Act,  and  the 
authority  of  the  President  delegated  to 
the  U.S.  Trade  Representative  by 
sections  4(c)  and  8(c)  and  (d)  of 
Executive  Order  11846,  as  amended,  to 
advise  the  President,  with  respect  to  the 
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watches  provided  for  in  each  8-digit 
subheading  under  die  Harmonized  Tariff 
Schedule  of  the  United  States  (HTS) 
heading  9101  and  9102,  as  to  the 
probable  economic  effect  on  U.S. 
industries  producing  or  assembling 
watches  and  U.S.  industries  producing 
or  assembling  watch  bands,  straps  or 
bracelets  and  cm  U.S.  consumers  of  the 
elimination  of  U.S.  import  duties  under 
the  U.S.  Generalized  System  of 
preferences  (GSP).  Separate  advice  wiU 
be  provided  for  the  watch 
manufacturing  and  assembly  industry 
and  the  watch  band,  strap  and  bracelet 
manufacturing  and  assembly  industry 
and  for  each  of  two  geographic  areas 
(the  United  States  and  U.S.  insular 
possessions).  In  providing  its  advice,  the 
USTR  requested  the  Commission  to 
assume  that  benefits  of  the  GSP  would 
not  apply  to  imports  that  would  be 
excluded  from  receiving  such  benehts 
by  virtue  of  the  “competitive  need” 
limitations  specified  in  section  504(c)  of 
the  Act. 

The  Commission  will  provide,  to  the 
degree  possible,  data  on  the  following 
factors  for  the  most  recent  three  year 
period  for  each  of  the  aforementioned 
U.S.  industries:  Annual  production, 
capacity,  capacity  utilization,  domestic 
shipments,  exports,  inventories, 
employment,  wages,  and  financial 
experience  (including  prices).  Data  will 
also  be  provided,  to  the  extent  possible, 
on  the  following  factors  for  current  and 
potential  foreign  producers:  current  and 
potential  production  capacity  and 
capacity  utilization,  domestic  shipments, 
and  exports  to  U.S.  and  other  markets. 

(2)  Pursuant  to  section  332(g)  of  the 
Tariff  Act  and  at  the  direction  of  the 
President,  to  advise  the  President,  with 
respect  to  whether  articles  like  or 
directly  competitive  with  the  watches 
described  in  each  8-digit  subheading  of 
headings  9101  and  9102  of  the  HTS  were 
being  produced  in  the  United  States  on 
January  3, 1985  for  purposes  of  section 
504(d)  of  the  Trade  Act. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  November  7, 1988. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Ms.  Linda  Linkins  (202-252-1499),  Office 
of  Industries.  For  information  on  legal 
aspects  of  the  investigation  contact  Mr. 
William  Gearhart  of  the  Commission’s 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel  at  202- 
252-1091. 

Background 

The  USTR  announced  the  items  which 
have  been  sent  to  the  Commission  for 
probable  economic  effect  advice  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  October  7, 1988  (53 
FR  39576). 


Public  Hearing 

A  public  hearing  in  connection  with 
the  investigation  will  be  held  in  the 
Commission  Hearing  Room,  500  E  Street 
SW.,  Washington,  DC  20436,  beginning 
at  9:30  a.m.  on  January  10, 1989.  All 
persons  shall  have  the  right  to  appear  by 
counsel  or  in  person,  to  present 
information,  and  to  be  heard.  Persons 
wishing  to  appear  at  the  public  hearing 
should  file  requests  to  appear  and 
should  file  prehearing  briefs  (original 
and  14  copies)  with  the  Secretary, 

United  States  International  Trade 
Commission,  500  E  St.,  SW., 

Washington,  DC  20436,  not  later  than 
noon,  December  29, 1988.  Posthearing 
briefs  must  be  filed  by  January  17, 1989. 

Written  Submissions 

In  lieu  of  or  in  addition  to 
appearances  at  the  public  hearing, 
interested  persons  are  invited  to  submit 
written  statements  concerning  the 
investigation.  Written  statements  should 
be  received  by  the  close  of  business  on 
January  17, 1989.  Commercial  or 
financial  information  which  a  submitter 
desires  the  Commission  to  treat  as 
confidential  must  be  submitted  on 
separate  sheets  of  paper,  each  clearly 
marked  “Confidential  Business 
Information”  at  the  top.  All  submissions 
requesting  confidential  treatment  must 
conform  with  the  requirements  of  $  201.6 
of  the  Commission’s  Rules  of  Practice 
and  Procedure  (19  CFR  201.6).  All 
written  submissions,  except  for 
confidential  business  information,  will 
be  made  available  for  inspection  by 
interested  persons.  All  submissions 
should  be  addressed  to  the  Secretary  at 
the  Commission’s  office  in  Washington, 
DC. 

Hearing-impaired  individuals  are 
advised  that  information  on  this  matter 
can  be  obtained  by  contacting  our  TDD 
terminal  on  (202)  252-1810. 

By  order  of  the  Commission. 

Kenneth  R.  Mason, 

Secretary. 

Issued:  November  10, 1988. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26495  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am) 
BiLUNG  CODE  7020-02-M 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Lodging  of  Consent  Decree; 
Cumberland,  KY 

In  accordance  with  the  policy  of  the 
Department  of  Justice,  28  CFR  50,7, 
notice  is  hereby  given  that  on  August  3, 
1988,  a  proposed  consent  decree  in 
United  States  v.  City  of  Cumberland, 
Kentucky,  et  al.  Civ.  No.  87-265,  was 
lodged  with  the  United  States  District 


Court  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Kentucky.  The  action  was  brought 
pursuant  to  the  Clean  Water  Act,  33 
U.S.C.  1251  et  seq.  and  alleged 
violations  by  the  City  of  its  National 
Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NPDES)  permit  The  complaint  prayed 
for  civil  penalties  and  injunctive  relief. 

The  consent  decree  requires  the  City 
to  pay  a  civil  penalty  of  $7,500,  to 
employ  two  Class  n  operators  or  one. 
Class  n  operator  and  one  Class  II 
operator  trainee,  to  submit  a  revised 
Municipal  Compliance  Plan  (MCP) 
which  will  contain  a  schedule  to  bring 
the  City  into  compliance  with  its  NPDES 
permit  by  February  28, 1990,  to  obtain  a 
portable  chlorinator  and  chlorinate  all 
bypasses,  to  initiate  and  complete 
construction  in  accordance  with  the 
schedule  in  the  revised  MCP  and  to  pay 
stipulated  penalties  for  violations  of  the 
schedule. 

The  Department  of  Justice  will  receive 
comments  relating  to  the  proposed 
consent  decree  for  a  period  of  30  days 
from  the  date  of  this  publication. 
Comments  should  be  addressed  to  the 
Assistant  Attorney  General  of  the  Land 
&  Natural  Resources  Division, 
Department  of  Justice,  Washington,  DC. 
All  comments  should  refer  to  United 
States  V.  City  of  Cumberland,  D.O.J.  Ref. 
90-5-1-1-2949. 

The  proposed  consent  decree  may  be 
examined  at  the  office  of  the  United 
States  Attorney,  Fourth  Floor,  Federal 
Building,  Limestone  and  Barr  Streets, 
Lexington,  Kentucky  40507  and  at  the 
Region  IV  Office  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  345  Courtland  Street, 
NE.,  Atlanta,  Georgia  30365.  Copies  of 
the  proposed  decree  can  be  obtained  by 
mail  fi-om  the  Environmental 
Enforcement  Section,  Land  &  Natural 
Resources  Division,  United  States 
Department  of  Justice,  Washington,  DC 
20530.  Any  request  for  a  copy  should  be 
accompanied  by  a  check  in  the  amount 
of  $2.80  for  copying  costs  payable  to  the 
’Treasurer  of  the  United  States.” 

Roger ).  MarzuUa, 

Assistant  Attorney  General,  Land  and 
Natural  Resources  Division. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26396  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am) 
BIU.ING  CODE  4410-10-M 


Antitrust  Division 

National  Cooperative  Research  Act  of 
1984;  Bell  Communications  Research, 


Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  section  6(a)  of  the  National 
Cooperative  Research  Act  of  1984, 15 
U.S.C.  4301  et  seq.  (“the  Act”),  Bell 
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Communications  Research,  Inc. 
("Bellcore")  has  filed  written 
notifications,  on  behalf  of  Bellcore  and 
FUJITSU  LIMITED  and  FUJITSU 
LABORATORIES.  LTD.  (hereinafter 
collectively  known  as  “FUJITSU") 
simultaneously  with  the  Attorney 
General  and  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  disclosing  (1)  the  identities 
of  the  parties  of  the  joint  venture  and  (2) 
the  nature  and  objectives  of  the  joint 
venture.  The  notifications  were  filed  for 
the  purpose  of  invoking  the  Act’s 
provisions  limiting  the  recovery  of 
antitrust  plaintiffs  to  actual  damages 
under  specified  circumstances.  Pursuant 
to  section  6(b)  of  the  Act,  the  identities 
of  the  parties  to  the  joint  venture,  and  its 
general  areas  of  planned  activities,  are 
given  below, 

Bellcore  is  a  Delaware  corporation 
with  its  principal  place  of  business  at 
290  W.  Mt.  Pleasant  Avenue,  Livingston, 
New  Jersey  07039. 

FUJITSU  is  a  Japanese  corporation 
with  its  registered  office  at  1015, 
Kamikodanaka,  Nakahara-ku, 
Kawasaki-shi,  Kanagawa-ken  211, 

Japan. 

Bellcore  and  FUJITSU  entered  into  an 
agreement  on  August  10, 1988  to 
collaborate  on  research  to  gain  further 
knowledge  and  understanding  of 
technologies  for  telecommunication 
services,  systems,  interfaces  and 
equipments,  with  application  to 
exchange  and  exchange  access  services, 
including; 

(a)  Concepts  of  new  communication 
services, 

(b)  Case  studies  of  new  services 
based  on  the  above  concepts  and 
studies  of  man-machine  interfaces  for 
accessing  them, 

(c)  Studies  of  interfaces  between 
terminals  and  communications  systems, 
and 

(d)  Opto-electronic  devices. 

This  agreement  replaces  the  one 

entered  into  between  Bellcore  and 
FUJITSU  on  November  13. 1986.  This 
notification  supplements  the  notification 
submitted  to  the  Department  of  Justice 
and  Federal  Trade  Commission  on 
December  22, 1986  the  notice  of  which 
was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
February  13, 1987, 

Joseph  H.  Widmar, 

Director  of  Operations,  Antitrust  Division. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26397  Filed  11-15-88;  8.45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  4410-07-M 


National  Cooperative  Research  Act  of 
1984;  Bell  Communications  Research, 
Inc. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  section  6(a)  of  the  National 


Cooperative  Research  Act  of  1984, 15 
U.S.C.  4301  et  seq.  (“the  Act”),  Bell 
Communications  Research,  Inc. 
(“Bellcore”)  has  filed  written 
notifications,  on  behalf  of  Bellcore  and 
Graphics  Communication  Technologies, 
Ltd.,  (hereinafter  known  as  “GCT") 
simultaneously  with  the  Attorney 
General  and  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  disclosing  (1)  the  identities 
of  the  parties  of  the  joint  venture  and  (2) 
the  nature  and  objectives  of  the  joint 
venture.  The  notifications  were  filed  for 
the  purpose  of  invoking  the  Act’s 
provisions  limiting  the  recovery  of 
antitrust  plaintiffs  to  actual  damages 
under  specified  circumstances.  Pursuant 
to  section  6(b)  of  the  Act,  the  identities 
of  the  parties  to  the  joint  venture,  and  its 
general  areas  of  planned  activities,  are 
given  below. 

Bellcore  is  a  Delaware  corporation 
with  its  principal  place  of  business  at 
290  W.  Mt.  Pleasant  Avenue,  Livingston, 
New  Jersey  07039. 

GCT  is  a  Japanese  corporation  with 
its  principal  place  of  business  at  Column 
M.A.  6-11-1,  Minami-Aoyama,  Minato- 
ku,  Tokyo  107,  Japan. 

Bellcore  and  GCT  entered  into  an 
agreement  effective  September  1, 1988  to 
collaborate  on  research  to  understand 
the  application  of  video  compression 
algorithms  and  new  technology  and 
equipment  in  the  area  of  Low  Bit-Rate 
Video  Codecs  for  exchange  and 
exchange  access  service,  and 
specifically  for  ISDN,  demonstrating  the 
feasibility  of  research  concepts  by 
means  of  experimental  prototypes  and 
experimental  systems  of  such 
technology  and  equipment,  and 
undertaking  research  to  provide  a  basis 
of  related  submissions  to  public 
standards  organizations. 

Joseph  H.  Widmar, 

Director  of  Operations,  Antitrust  Division. 
[FR  Doc.  88-26398  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  4410-01-M 


National  Cooperative  Research  Act  of 
1984;  X/Open,  Ltd. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  pursuant 
to  section  6(a)  of  the  National 
Cooperative  Research  Act  of  1984, 15 
U.S.C.  4301  et  seq.  (“the  Act”),  X/Open, 
Ltd.  (“X/Open”)  has  filed  a  written 
notification  simultaneously  with  the 
Attorney  General  and  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  disclosing  (1)  the  identities 
of  the  parties  to  the  venture  and  (2)  the 
nature  and  objectives  of  the  venture. 
The  notification  was  filed  for  the 
purpose  of  involing  the  Act’s  provisions 
limiting  the  recovery  of  antitrust 
plaintiffs  to  actual  damages  under 
specified  circumstances.  Pursuant  to 


section  6(b)  of  the  Act,  the  identities  of 
the  parties  to  the  venture  and  X/Open’s 
general  areas  of  planned  activities,  are 
given  below. 

X/Open  is  a  nonprofit  international 
organization  consisting  at  present  of 
many  of  the  world’s  leading 
manufacturers  of  computer  systems.  X/ 
Open  was  organized  in  England  and 
began  operations  as  Kirkstock  Limited 
in  1984.  It  was  incorporated  on  May  28, 
1987,  Kirkstock  became  X/Open  on  June 
24, 1987  and  began  business  on 
September  10, 1987. 

The  purpose  of  X/Open  is  to  research, 
establish  and  publish  standards  for  the 
development  of  computer  software  in 
order  to  promote  software  compatibility 
among  different  hardware  systems.  Its 
efforts  seek  to  achieve  customer 
acceptance  of  the  computer  systems  and 
software  of  many  different  vendors 
worldwide.  By  responding  to  user 
demands  for  greater  efficiency  and  ease 
of  use  among  different  computer 
systems.  X/Open’s  activities  are  aimed 
at  promoting  the  maximum  use  of 
computer  systems  resources  in  the 
United  States  and  abroad  by  providing 
users  with  consistent  functional  utility 
in  a  wide  number  of  applications 
irrespective  of  system  vendor.  X/Open’s 
ultimate  goal  is  the  broad  portability  of 
software  application  programs 
throughout  a  broad  range  of  different 
hardware  systems.  This  goal  would  be 
achieved  through  the  establishment  and 
industry  acceptance  of  a  common  user 
interface  and  a  common  programmer 
interface  among  a  large  number  of 
hardware  systems,  thereby  enhancing 
the  choices  available  to  computer 
systems  users  and  increasing  the  market 
opportunities  and  creative  efforts  of 
software  developers. 

X/Open  engages  in  research, 
compilation  and  testing  of  design  and 
operational  features  of  a  wide  variety  of 
systems  and  programs  as  part  of 
analyzing  and  recommending  optimum 
multi-vendor,  user-friendly,  software 
compatibility  standards. 

X/Open  presently  consists  of  the 
following  15  firms:  AT&T  Informations 
Systems  Inc.,  Companie  des  Machines 
Bull,  Digital  Equipment  Corporation, 
Fujitsu  Limited,  Hewlett-Packard 
Company,  International  Business 
Machines  Corporation,  International 
Computers  Limited.  NCR  Corporation, 
Nixdorf  Computer  AG,  Nokia  Data 
System  AB,  N.V.  Philips’ 
Gloeilampenfabrieken,  Olivetti 
International  S.A.,  Siemens 
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Aktiengesellschaft,  Sun  Microsystems, 
and  Unisys  Corporation. 

Joseph  H.  Widmar, 

Director  of  Operations,  Antitrust  Division. 
[FR  Doc.  88-26399  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  4410-01-M 


NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE 
ARTS  AND  THE  HUMANITIES 

Arts  in  Education  Advisory  Panei; 
Meeting 

Pursuant  to  section  10(a)(2)  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub. 

L.  92-463),  as  amended,  notice  is  hereby 
given  that  a  meeting  of  the  Arts  in 
Education  Advisory  Panel  (Arts  in 
Schools  Basic  Education  Grants  Section) 
to  the  National  Council  on  the  Arts  will 
be  held  on  December  1, 1988,  from  9:15 
a.m. — 5:00  p.m.  in  Room  714  at  the 
Nancy  Hanks  Center,  1100  Pennsylvania 
Avenue,  NW.  Washington,  DC  20506. 

A  portion  of  this  meeting  will  be  open 
to  the  public  on  December  1, 1988,  from 
1:45  p.m.-5:00  p.m.  The  topic  for 
discussion  will  be  policy. 

lire  remaining  sessions  of  this 
meeting  on  December  1  from  9:15  a.m.- 
1:45  p.m.  are  for  the  purpose  of  Panel 
review,  discussion,  evaluation,  and 
recommendation  on  applications  for 
financial  assistance  under  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the 
Humanities  Act  of  1965,  as  amended, 
including  information  given  in 
confidence  to  the  agency  by  grant 
applicants.  In  accordance  with  the 
determination  of  the  Chairman 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
February  13, 1980,  these  sessions  will  be 
closed  to  the  public  pursuant  to 
subsection  (c)(4),  (6)  and  {9)(B)  of 
section  552b  of  Title  5,  United  States 
Code. 

If  you  need  special  accommodations 
due  to  a  disability,  please  contact  the 
Office  for  Specied  Constituencies. 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts,  1100 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20506,  202/682-5532. 
TTY  202/682-5496  at  least  seven  (7) 
days  prior  to  the  meeting. 

Further  information  with  reference  to 
this  meeting  can  be  obtained  from  Ms. 
Yvonne  M.  Sabine,  Advisory  Committee 
Management  Officer,  National 
Endomnent  for  the  Arts,  Washington. 
DC  20506,  or  call  202/682-5433. 

November  9, 1988. 

Yvonne  M.  Sabine. 

Director,  Council  and  Panel  Operations, 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts. 

[FR  Doa  88-26498  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  amj 
BILLING  CODE  7S37-01-M 


Arts  in  Education  Advisory  Panel; 
Meeting 

Pursuant  to  section  10(a)(2)  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub. 

L  92-463),  as  amended,  notice  is  hereby 
given  that  a  meeting  of  the  Arts  in 
Education  Advisory  Panel  (State  Arts  in 
Education  Grants  Section)  to  the 
National  Council  on  the  Arts  will  be 
held  on  December  7-8, 1988,  from  8:00 
a.m. — 8:00  p.m.  and  December  9, 1988, 
from  8:00  a.m. — 5:00  p.m.  in  Room  M09 
at  the  Nancy  Hanks  Center,  1100 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW., 

Washington,  DC  20506. 

A  portion  of  this  meeting  will  be  open 
to  the  public  on  December  9, 1988,  from 
2:00  p.m. — 5:00  p.m.  The  topic  for 
discussion  will  be  policy. 

The  remaining  sessions  of  this 
meeting  on  December  7-8  from  8:00 
a.m. — 8:00  p.m.  and  December  9  from 
8:00  aon. — 2:00  p.ra.  are  for  the  purpose 
of  Panel  review,  discussion,  evaluation, 
and  recommendation  on  applications  for 
financial  assistance  under  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities 
Act  of  1965,  as  amended,  including 
information  given  in  confidence  to  the 
agency  by  grant  applicants.  In 
accordance  with  the  determination  of 
the  Chairman  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  February  13, 1980,  these 
sessions  will  be  closed  to  the  public 
pursuant  to  subsection  (c)(4),  (6)  and 
(9)(B)  of  section  552b  of  Title  5,  United 
States  Code. 

If  you  need  special  accommodations 
due  to  a  disability,  please  contact  the 
Office  for  Special  Constituencies, 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts,  1100 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20506,  202/682-5532, 
TTY  202/682-5496  at  least  seven  (7) 
days  prior  to  the  meeting. 

Further  information  with  reference  to 
this  meeting  can  be  obtained  from  Ms. 
Yvonne  M.  Sabine,  Advisory  Committee 
Management  Officer,  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts,  Washington, 
DC  20506,  or  call  202/682-5433. 

November  9, 1988. 

Yvonne  M.  Sabine, 

Director,  Council  and  Panel  Operations. 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26499  Filed  11-15-88;  8;45  amj 
BILLING  CODE  7537-01-M 


Dance  Advisory  Panel;  Amended 
Notice  of  Meeting 

Pursuant  to  section  10(a)(2]  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub. 
L.  92-463),  as  amended,  notice  is  hereby 
given  that  a  meeting  of  the  Dance 
Advisory  Panel  (Presenters  Section)  to 
the  National  Council  on  the  Arts  which 


was  to  have  been  held  on  November  17- 
18, 1988,  from  9:00  a.m. — 8:00  p.m.  and 
November  19, 1988,  from  9:00  a.m. — 6:00 
p.m.  in  Room  730  of  the  Nancy  Hanks 
Center,  1100  Pennsylvania  Avenue, 

NW.,  Washington,  DC  20506  has  been 
changed.  It  will  be  held  on  November 
29-30  from  9:00  a.m. — 8:00  p.m.  and 
December  1, 1988,  from  9:00  a.m. — 6:00 
p.m. 

The  portion  of  the  meeting  which  was 
to  be  open  to  the  public  on  November 
19, 198^  from  4:00 — 6:00  p.m.  for  a  policy 
and  guidelines  discussion  has  been 
changed.  The  open  portion  of  this 
meeting  will  be  held  on  December  1, 

1988,  from  4:00 — 6:00  p.m. 

The  remaining  sessions  of  this 
meeting  on  November  29-30, 1988,  from 
9:00  a.m. — 8:00  p.m.  and  December  1, 

1988,  from  9:00  a.m. — 4:00  p.m.  are  for 
the  purpose  of  Panel  review,  discussion, 
evaluation,  and  recommendation  on 
applications  for  financial  assistance 
under  the  National  Foundation  on  the 
Arts  and  the  Humanities  Act  of  1965,  as 
amended,  including  information  given  in 
confidence  to  the  agency  by  grant 
applicants.  In  accordance  with  the 
determination  of  the  Chairman 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
February  13, 1980,  these  sessions  will  be 
closed  to  the  public  pursuant  to 
subsections  (c)  (4),  (6)  and  (9)  (b)  of 
section  552b  of  Title  5,  United  States 
Code. 

If  you  need  special  accommodations 
due  to  a  disabiliity,  please  contact  the 
Office  for  Special  Constituencies, 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts,  1100 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW.,  Washington. 
DC  20506,  202/682-5532,  TTY  202/682- 
5496,  at  least  seven  (7)  days  prior  to  the 
meeting. 

Further  information  with  reference  to 
this  meeting  can  be  obtained  form  Ms. 
Yvonne  M.  Sabine,  Advisory  Committee 
Management  Officer,  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts,  Washington. 
DC  20506,  or  call  202/682-5433. 

Yvonne  Sabine, 

Director,  Council  and  Panel  Operations. 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26500  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  7537-01-tll 


Humanities  Panei;  Meeting 

agency:  National  Endowment  for  the 
Humanities. 

action:  Notice  of  meetings. 

summary:  Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub.  L.  92- 
463,  as  amended)  notice  is  hereby  given 
that  the  following  meetings  of  the 
Humanities  Panel  will  be  held  at  the  Old 
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Post  Office,  1100  Pennsylvania  Avenue, 
NW.,  Washington,  DC  20506. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Stephen  J.  McCleary,  Advisory 
Committee  Management  Officer, 
National  Endowment  for  the 
Humanities,  Washington,  DC  20506, 
telephone  202/786-0322. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
proposed  meetings  are  for  the  purpose 
of  panel  review,  discussion,  evaluation 
and  recommendation  on  applications  for 
financial  assistance  under  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the 
Humanities  Act  of  1965,  as  amended 
including  discussion  of  information 
given  in  conHdence  to  the  agency  by 
grant  applicants.  Because  the  proposed 
meetings  will  consider  information  that 
is  likely  to  disclose:  (1)  Trade  secrets 
and  commercial  or  Hnancial  information 
obtained  from  a  person  and  privileged 
or  confidential;  (2)  information  of  a 
personal  nature  the  disclosure  of  which 
would  constitute  a  clearly  unwarranted 
invasion  of  personal  privacy;  or  (3) 
information  the  disclosure  of  which 
would  significantly  fhistrate 
implementation  of  proposed  agency; 
pursuant  to  authority  granted  me  by  the 
Chairman’s  Delegation  of  Authority  to 
Close  Advisory  Committee  Meetings, 
dated  January  15, 1978, 1  have 
determined  that  these  meetings  will  be 
closed  to  the  public  pursuant  to 
subsectons  (c)(4),  (6)  and  (9)(B)  of 
section  552  of  Title  5,  United  States 
Code. 

(1)  Date:  December  1, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  316-2. 

Program:  The  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
European  History,  submitted  to  the 
Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(2)  Date:  December  2, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  430. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Archaeology;  Ancient,  Medieval, 
and  Renaissance  History,  submitted 
to  the  Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(3)  Date:  December  2, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  316-2. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
American  History  I,  submitted  to 
the  Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(4)  Date:  December  2, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 


Room:  315. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Sociology,  Psychology,  and 
Education,  submitted  to  the  Division 
of  Fellowships  and  Seminars,  for 
projects  beginning  after  May  15, 
1989. 

(5)  Date:  December  5, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m. 

Room:  415. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
State  and  Regional  Exemplary 
Award  proposals  submitted  by  state 
humanities  councils,  submitted  to 
the  Division  of  State  Programs,  for 
projects  beginning  after  April  1, 

1989. 

(6)  Date:  December  5, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  315. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Music  and  Dance,  submitted  to  the 
Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(7)  Date:  December  5, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  316-2. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Anthropology,  Folklore,  and  New 
World  Archaeology,  submitted  to 
the  Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Semianrs,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989, 

(8)  Date:  December  6, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30’ p.m. 

Room:  315. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
American  Literature,  submitted  to 
the  Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(9)  Date:  December  6. 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  316-2. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Philosophy  I,  submitted  to  the 
Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  proejcts  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(10)  Date:  December  7, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  316-2. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Art  History,  submitted  to  the 
Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(11)  Date:  December  8, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  315. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 


Communication,  Rhetoric,  Theater, 
and  Film,  submitted  to  the  Division 
of  Fellowships  and  Seminars,  for 
projects  beginning  after  May  15, 
1989. 

(12)  Date:  December  8, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  316-2. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Political  Science,  Law  and 
Jurisprudence,  submitted  to  the 
Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(13)  Date:  December  9, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  316-2. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
British  Literature,  submitted  to  the 
Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(14)  Date:  December  9, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  315. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Ameircan  History  II,  submitted  to 
the  Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(15)  Date:  December  12, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  315. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Philosophy  II,  submitted  to  the 
Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(16)  Date:  December  12, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  316-2. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
African,  Asian,  and  Latin  American 
History  and  Politics,  submitted  to 
the  Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(17)  Date:  December  13, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  315. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Modern  American  and  Modern 
British  Literature,  submitted  to  the 
Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(18)  Date:  December  13, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  316-2. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Classical,  Medieval,  and 
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Renaissance  Languages  and 
Literature,  submitted  to  the  Division 
of  Fellowships  and  Seminars,  for 
projects  beginning  after  May  15, 
1989. 

(19)  Date:  December  14, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  316-2. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Hispanic  Languages  and  Literatures; 
Linguistics  submitted  to  the 
Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(20)  Date:  December  15, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  315. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Religious  Studies,  submitted  to  the 
Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(21)  Date:  December  15, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  316-2. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
Foreign  Languages  and  Literatures; 
Comparative  Literature,  submitted 
to  the  Division  of  Fellowships  and 
Seminars,  for  projects  beginning 
after  May  15, 1989. 

(22)  Date:  December  16, 1988. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

Room:  316-2. 

Program:  This  meeting  will  review 
Summer  Stipends  applications  in 
French  and  Italian  Languages  and 
Literatures;  Theory  and  Criticism, 
submitted  to  the  Division  of 
Fellowships  and  Seminars,  for 
projects  beginning  after  May  15, 
1989. 

Stephen  ).  McCleary, 

Advisory  Committee  Management  Officer. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26435  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  7536-01-M 

Inter-Arts  Advisory  Panel;  Meeting 

Pursuant  to  section  10(a)(2)  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  Pub.  L. 
92-463),  as  amended,  notice  is  hereby 
given  that  a  meeting  of  the  Inter-Arts 
Advisory  Panel  (Folk  Arts  Section)  to 
the  National  Council  on  the  Arts  will  be 
held  on  December  7-9, 1988,  from  9:00 
a.m.-5:30  p.m.  and  on  December  10, 

1988,  from  9:00  a.m.-3:30  p.m.  in  Room 
716  of  the  Nancy  Hanks  Center,  1100 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW., 

Washington,  DC  20506. 

This  meeting  is  for  the  purpose  of 
Panel  review,  discussion,  evaluation, 
and  recommendation  on  applications  for 
financial  assistance  under  the  National 


Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the 
Humanities  Act  of  1965.  as  amended, 
including  discussion  of  information 
given  in  confldence  to  the  Agency  by 
grant  applicants.  In  accordance  with  the 
determination  of  the  Chairman 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
February  13, 1980,  these  sessions  will  be 
closed  to  the  public  pursuant  to 
subsections  (c)(4),  (6)  and  (9)(B)  of 
section  552b  of  Title  5,  United  States 
Code. 

Further  information  with  reference  to 
this  meeting  can  be  obtained  from  Ms. 
Yvonne  M.  Sabine,  Advisory  Conunittee 
Management  Officer,  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts,  Washington, 
DC  20506,  or  call  (202)  682-5433. 

November  9, 1988. 

Yvonne  M.  Sabine, 

Director,  Council  and  Panel  Operations, 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26501  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  7S37-01-M 

Literature  Advisory  Panel;  Meeting 

Pursuant  to  section  10(a)(2)  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub. 

L.  92-463),  as  amended,  notice  is  hereby 
given  that  a  meeting  of  the  Literature 
Advisory  Panel  (Literary  Publishing 
Section)  to  the  National  Council  on  the 
Arts  will  be  held  on  December  8-9, 1988, 
from  9:00  a.m.-6:00  p.m.  and  on 
December  10, 1988,  from  9:00  a.m.-2:30 
p.m.  in  Room  714  of  the  Nancy  Hanks 
Center,  1100  Pennsylvania  Avenue, 

NW.,  Washington,  DC  20506. 

A  portion  of  this  meeting  will  be  open 
to  the  public  on  December  10, 1988,  from 
1:00-2:30  p.m.  The  topic  for  discussion 
will  be  policy  and  guidelines. 

The  remaining  sessions  of  this 
meeting  on  December  8-9  from  9:00 
a.m.-6:00  p.m.  and  on  December  10  from 
9:00  a.m.-l:00  p.m.  are  for  the  purpose  of 
Panel  review,  discussion,  evaluation, 
and  recommendation  on  applications  for 
financial  assistance  under  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the 
Humanities  Act  of  1965,  as  amended, 
including  information  given  in 
confidence  to  the  agency  by  grant 
applicants.  In  accordance  with  the 
determination  of  the  Chairman 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
February  13, 1980,  these  sessions  will  be 
closed  to  the  public  pursuant  to 
subsection  (c)  (4),  (6)  and  (9)(B)  of 
section  552b  of  Title  5,  United  States 
Code. 

If  you  need  special  accommodations 
due  to  a  disability,  please  contact  the 
Office  of  Special  Constituencies, 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts,  1100 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW., 


Washington,  DC  20506,  202/682-5532, 
TTY  202/682-5496  at  least  seven  (7) 
days  prior  to  the  meeting. 

Further  information  with  reference  to 
this  meeting  can  be  obtained  from  Ms. 
Yvonne  M.  Sabine,  Advisory  Committee 
Management  Offlcer,  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts,  Washington, 
DC  20506,  or  call  202/682-5433. 

November  10, 1988. 

Yvonne  M.  Sabine, 

Director  Council  and  Panel  Operation 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26502  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILUNO  CODE  7S37-01-M 

Media  Arts  Advisory  Panel;  Meeting 

Pursuant  to  section  10(a)(2)  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub. 

L  92-463),  a  amended,  notice  is  hereby 
given  that  a  meeting  of  the  Media  Arts 
Advisory  Panel  (Challenge  n  Section)  to 
the  National  Council  on  the  Arts  will  be 
held  on  December  6, 1988,  from  9:00 
a.m.-5:30  p.m.  in  Room  716  of  the  Nancy 
Hanks  Center,  1100  Pennsylvania 
Avenue,  NW.,  Washington,  DC  20506. 

This  meeting  is  for  the  purpose  of 
Panel  review,  discussion,  evaluation, 
and  recommendation  on  applications  for 
financial  assistance  under  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the 
Humanities  Act  of  1965,  as  amended, 
including  discussion  of  information 
given  in  confidence  to  the  Agency  by 
grant  applicants.  In  accordance  with  the 
determination  of  the  Chairman 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
February  13, 1980,  these  sessions  will  be 
closed  to  the  public  pursuant  to 
subsections  (c)  (4),  (6)  and  (9)(B)  of 
section  552b  of  Title  5,  United  States 
Code. 

Further  information  with  reference  to 
this  meeting  can  be  obtained  from  Ms. 
Yvonne  M.  Sabine,  Advisory  Committee 
Management  Officer,  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts,  Washignton, 
DC  20506,  or  call  (202)  682-5433. 

November  9, 1988. 

Yvonne  M.  Sabine, 

Director,  Council  and  Panel  Operations, 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26503  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  amj 
BILUNG  CODE  7537-01-M 

Museum  Advisory  Panel;  Meeting 

Pursuant  to  section  10(a)(2)  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub. 

L  92-463),  as  amended,  notice  is  hereby 
given  that  a  meeting  of  the  Museum 
Advisory  Panel  (Museum  Purchase  Plan 
Section)  to  the  National  Council  on  the 
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Arts  will  be  held  on  December  6, 1988, 
from  9:00  ajn.^30  p.m.  in  Room  730  of 
the  Nancy  Hanks  Center,  1100 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW.,  Washington, 
DC  20506. 

This  meeting  is  for  the  purpose  of 
Panel  review,  discussion,  ev^uation, 
and  recommoidation  on  applicants  for 
financial  assistance  under  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the 
Humanities  Act  of  1965,  as  amended, 
including  discussion  of  information 
given  in  confidence  to  the  Agency  by 
grant  applicants.  In  accordance  with  the 
determination  of  the  Chairman 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
February  13, 1980,  these  sessions  will  be 
closed  to  the  public  pursuant  to 
subsections  (c)(4),  (6)  and  (9)(B)  of 
section  552b  of  Title  5,  United  States 
Code. 

Further  information  with  reference  to 
this  meeting  can  be  obtained  from  Ms. 
Yvonne  M.  Sabine,  Advisory  Committee 
Management  Officer,  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts,  Wa^iington, 
DC  20506,  or  call  (202)  682^33. 

November  9, 1988. 

Yvonne  M.  Sabine, 

Director,  Council  and  Panel  Operations, 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26504  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  7S37-01-M 


Music  Advisory  Panel;  Meeting 

Pursuant  to  section  10(a)(2)  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (Ihib. 

L.  92-463),  as  amended,  notice  is  hereby 
given  that  a  meeting  of  the  Music 
Advisory  Panel  (Opera-Musical  Theater 
Overview  Section)  to  the  National 
Council  on  the  Arts  will  be  held  on 
December  5-6, 1988,  from  9:00  a.nL-5:30 
p.m.  in  Room  Ml4  of  the  Nancy  Hanks 
Center,  1100  Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20506. 

This  meeting  will  be  open  to  the 
public  on  a  space  available  basis.  The 
topic  for  discussion  will  include 
guidelines. 

If  you  need  special  accommodations 
due  to  a  disability,  please  contact  the 
Office  of  Special  Constituencies, 
National  Endowment  fcv  the  Arts,  1100 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW^  Washington, 
DC  20506,  202/682-5532,  TTY  202/682- 
5496,  at  least  seven  (7)  days  prior  to  the 
meeting. 

Further  information  with  reference  to 
this  nweting  can  be  obtained  from  Ms. 
Yvonne  M.  Sabine,  Advisory  Committee 
Management  Officer,  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts,  Washington, 
DC  20506,  or  call  (202)  682-5433. 


November  6, 1988. 

Yvonne  M.  Sabine, 

Director,  Council  and  Panel  C^rations, 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26505  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNG  COOC  7537-«1-« 

NUCLEAR  REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

Documents  Containing  Reporting  or 
Recordkeeping  Requirements;  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  Review 

agency:  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  (NRC). 

ACTION:  Notice  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  review  of 
information  collection. 

summary:  The  NRC  has  recently 
submitted  to  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  (0MB)  for  review  the 
following  proposal  for  the  collection  of 
information  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Paperworit  Reduction  Act  (44  U.S.C. 
Chapter  35). 

1.  Type  of  submission,  new  revision  or 
extension:  New. 

2.  Title  of  the  information  collection: 
Pilot  Program  on  ^ality  Assurance  on 
Medical  Use  of  Byproduct  Material 

3.  The  form  number  if  applicable:  Not 
applicable. 

4.  How  often  the  collection  is 
required:  One  time. 

5.  Who  will  be  required  or  asked  to 
report-  NUC  medical  licensees. 

6.  An  estimate  of  the  number  of 
responses:  50  licenses. 

7.  An  estimate  of  the  total  number  of 
hours  needed  to  complete  the 
requirements  or  request-  3,500  hours. 

8.  The  average  burden  per  response  is: 
70  hours. 

9.  An  indication  of  whether  section 
3504(h),  Pub.  L  96-511  applies:  Not 
applicable. 

10.  Abstract-  The  NRC  is  proposing  to 
amend  its  regulations  that  would  require 
its  medical  licensees  to  implement 
quality  assurance  (QA)  procedures  in 
ordm  to  avoid,  detect,  and  correct 
simple  human  errors  involving  medical 
use  of  byproduct  material  The  pilot 
program  is  designed  to  test  the  [xoposed 
QA  procedures  clinically  in  ord»  to 
minimize  any  potential  interference  with 
the  proper  delivery  of  medical  care. 

Copies  of  the  submittal  may  be 
inspected  or  obtained  for  a  from  the 
NRC  Public  Document  Room,  2120  L 
Street  NW.,  Washington,  DC. 

Conunents  and  questions  should  be 
directed  to  the  Ohffi  reviewer,  Nicholas 

B.  Garcia.  (202)  395-3084. 

NRC  Clearance  Officer  is  Brenda  ]. 
Shelton,  (301)  492-8132. 


Dated  at  Bethesda,  Maryland,  this  Stfa  day 
of  November.  1988. 

For  the  Niidear  Regulatory  CoBnussion. 
Wilfiam  G.  McDnuM,  . 

Director,  Office  of  Administration  and 
Resources  htangemeat 
[FR  Doc.  88-28438  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  7590-01-M 


[Dockets  Nos.  50-315  and  50-318] 

Indiana  Michigan  Power  Coi; 
Environmental  Aeeeeeatent  and 
Finding  of  No  Significant  impact 

The  U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  (the  Commission)  is 
considering  issuance  of  amendments  to 
Facility  Operating  Licenses  Nos.  DPR-58 
and  DPR-74.  issued  to  the  Indiana 
Michigan  Power  Company  (the  licensee) 
for  operation  of  Donald  C.  Cook  Nuclear 
Plant,  Units  Nos.  1  and  2,  located  in 
Berrien  County,  Michigan. 

Environmental  Assessment 
Identification  of  Proposed  Action 

The  proposed  amendments  would 
revise  provisions  in  the  D.C.  Cook 
Technical  Specifications  (TSs)  relating 
to  milk  sampling  for  radiological 
analysis. 

The  Need  for  the  Proposed  Action 

The  current  TSs  concerning  milk 
sampling,  Item  4.a  of  Table  3-12.1, 
require  milk  samples  to  be  collected  for 
radiological  analysis  fitrni  the  following 
specific  areas; 

A.  Stevensville,  Michigan. 

B.  Bridgman,  Michigan. 

C.  Galien,  Michigan. 

D.  Dowagiac,  Michigan. 

E.  South  Bend,  Indiana. 

However,  no  milk  samples  are 

collected  in  Stevensville  or  South  Bend 
or  sectors  in  which  these  cities  are 
located  because  there  are  no  willing 
farmers  who  wish  to  participate  in  the 
milk  sampling  program.  Literal  TS 
noncompliance  was  caused  by  listing 
the  specific  towns  where  samples  were 
to  be  taken. 

The  proposed  changes  to  the  TSs  are 
more  consistent  with  the  NRC 
guidelines.  Specifically,  the  proposed 
changes  require  sampling  at  ea^ 
indicator  farm  and  each  background 
farm.  Indicator  farm  and  bad^round 
farm  are  defined  as  follows: 

Indicator  Farm  Nearest  milk  producer 
in  each  of  the  land  sectors  within  8 
miles  of  the  plant  site  who  is  willing  to 
participate  in  the  radiological 
environmental  monitoring  program. 

Background  Farm  A  milk  producer  in 
one  of  the  less  prevalent  wind  directions 
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at  a  distance  greater  than  15  miles  but 
less  than  25  miles  who  is  willing  to 
participate  in  the  radiological 
environmental  monitoring  program. 

The  number  of  locations  sampled  may 
vary  due  to  the  number  of  sectors  which 
contain  farms  willing  to  participate  in 
the  milk  sampling  program.  The 
possibility  exists  that  no  willing 
participants  may  be  found  within  8 
miles  of  the  plant  site.  In  order  to 
address  this  possibility,  the  proposed 
TSs  require  broad  leaf  vegetation 
sampling.  Specifically,  if  fewer  than 
three  willing  indicator  farms  are  found, 
borad  leaf  vegetation  samples  will  be 
collected  and  analyzed  when  available. 

Environmental  Impacts  of  the  Proposed 
Action 

The  Commission  has  completed  its 
evaluation  of  the  proposed  changes  to 
the  TSs.  The  proposed  changes  would 
correct  the  licensee’s  current  TSs.  They 
would  make  the  TSs  more  restrictive 
and  more  in  line  with  NRC  guidelines 
concerning  milk  sampling  for 
radiological  analysis.  The  proposed 
changes  do  not  increase  the  probability 
or  consequences  of  accidents,  no 
changes  are  being  made  in  the  types  of 
any  effluents  that  may  be  released 
offsite,  and  there  is  no  significant 
increase  in  the  allowable  individual  or 
cumulative  occupational  radiation 
exposure.  Accordingly,  the  Commission 
concludes  that  this  proposed  action 
would  result  in  no  significant 
radiological  impact. 

With  regard  to  potential 
nonradiological  impacts,  the  proposed 
amendments  do  not  involve  systems 
located  within  the  restricted  area  as 
defined  in  10  CFR  Part  20.  The  proposed 
amendments  only  change  the  TXs  in 
relation  to  obtaining  milk  samples  for 
analysis  and  correct  editorial  errors. 
They  do  not  affect  nonradiological  plant 
effluents  and  have  no  other 
environmental  impact.  Therefore,  the 
Commission  concludes  that  there  are  no 
significant  nonradiological 
environmental  impacts  associated  with 
the  proposed  amendments. 

The  Notice  of  Consideration  of 
Issuance  of  Amendments  and 
Opportunity  for  Hearing  in  connection 
with  this  action  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  July  14, 1988  (53  FR 
26695).  No  request  for  hearing  or  petition 
for  leave  to  intervene  was  filed 
following  this  notice. 

Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action 

Because  the  Commission  has 
concluded  that  there  is  no  significant 
environmental  impact  associated  with 
the  proposed  amendments,  any 
alternative  would  have  either  no  or 


greater  environmental  impact.  The 
principal  alternative  would  be  to  deny 
the  requested  amendments.  This  would 
result  in  the  licensee  being  in 
noncompliance  with  the  TSs  concerning 
milk  sampling. 

Alternative  Use  of  Resources 

This  action  involves  no  use  of 
resources  not  previously  considered  in 
connection  with  the  “Final 
Environmental  Statement  Related  to 
Operation  of  the  Donald  C.  Cook 
Nuclear  Plant,  Units  1  and  2,  dated 
August  1973. 

Agencies  and  Persons  Consulted 

The  Commission's  staff  reviewed  the 
licensee’s  request  and  did  not  consult 
other  agencies  or  persons. 

Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 

The  Commission  has  determined  not 
to  prepare  an  environmental  impact 
statement  for  the  proposed  amendments. 

Based  upon  the  foregoing 
environmental  assessment,  the 
Commission  concludes  that  the 
proposed  action  will  not  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  quality  of  the 
human  environment. 

For  further  details  with  respect  to  this 
action,  see  the  application  for 
amendment  dated  February  1, 1988, 
which  is  available  for  public  inspection 
at  the  Commission’s  Public  Document 
Room,  Gelman  Building,  2120  L  Street, 
NW.,  Washington,  DC,  and  at  the 
Maude  Preston  Palenski  Memorial 
Library,  500  Market  Street,  St.  Joseph, 
Michigan  49085. 

Dated  at  Rockville,  Maryland,  this  4th  day 
of  November  1988. 

For  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 
Theodore  Quay, 

Acting  Director,  Project  Directorate  III-l, 
Division  of  Reactor  Projects — III,  IV,  V  and 
Special  Projects. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26439  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  7590-01-M 


[Dockets  Nos.  50-315  and  50-316] 

Indiana  Michigan  Power  Co.,  Donald  C. 
Cook  Nuclear  Plant,  Unite  Nos.  1  and  2; 
Environmental  Assessment  and 
Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 

The  U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  (the  Commission]  is 
considering  issuance  of  amendments  to 
Facility  Operating  Licenses  Nos.  DPR-58 
and  DPR-74  issued  to  Indiana  Michigan 
Power  Company  (the  licensee)  for 
operation  of  the  Donald  C.  Cook  Nuclear 
Plant,  Units  Nos.  1  and  2,  located  at  the 
licensee’s  site  in  Berrien  County, 
Michigan. 


Environmental  Assessment 
Identification  of  Proposed  Action 

The  proposed  amendment  would 
revise  the  provisions  in  the  Technical 
Specifications  (TSs)  and  License 
Conditions  relating  to  fuel  enrichment. 

The  proposed  action  is  in  accordance 
with  the  licensee’s  application  dated 
August  19, 1988. 

The  Need  for  the  Proposed  Action 

The  proposed  amendment  is  needed 
so  that  the  licensee  can  use  higher 
enrichment  fuel  and  provides  the 
flexibility  of  extending  the  fuel 
irradiation  and  permitting  operation  of 
longer  fuel  cycles. 

Environmental  Impacts  of  the  Proposed 
Action 

The  Commission  has  completed  its 
evaluation  of  the  proposed  amendment. 
The  proposed  revisions  would  permit 
use  of  fuel  enriched  with  Uranium  235  in 
excess  of  4  weight  percent  and  up  to  4.23 
weight  percent,  and  license  would 
expect  the  fuel  to  be  irradiated  to  levels 
above  33  gigwatt  days  per  metric  ton 
(GWD/MT)  but  not  to  exceed  50  GWD/ 
MT.  The  safety  considerations 
associated  with  reactor  operation  with 
higher  enrichment  and  extended 
irradiation  have  been  evaluated  by  the 
Commission’s  staff.  The  staff  has 
concluded  that  such  changes  would  not 
adversely  affect  plant  safety.  The 
proposed  changes  have  no  adverse 
effect  on  the  probability  of  any  accident. 
The  increase  bumup  may  slightly 
change  the  mix  of  fission  products  that 
might  be  released  in  the  event  of  a 
serious  accident  but  such  small  changes 
would  not  significantly  affect  the 
consequences  of  serious  accidents.  No 
changes  are  being  made  in  the  types  or 
amounts  of  any  radiological  effluents 
that  may  be  released  offsite.  There  is  no 
significant  increase  in  the  allowable 
individual  or  cumulative  occupational 
radiation  exposure. 

With  regard  to  potential 
nonradiological  impacts  of  reactor 
operation  with  higher  enrichment  and 
extended  irradiation,  the  proposed 
changes  involve  systems  located  within 
the  restricted  area,  as  defined  10  CFR 
Part  20.  They  do  not  affect 
nonradiological  plant  effluents  and  have 
no  other  environmental  impact. 

The  environmental  impacts  of 
transportation  resulting  fi'om  the  use  of 
higher  enrichment  fuel  and  extended 
irradiation  are  discussed  in  the 
Commission’s  assessment  entitled, 

“NRC  Assessment  of  the  Environmental 
Effects  of  Transportation  Resulting  from 
Extended  Fuel  Enrichment  and 
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Irradiation,”  dated  July  7, 1988  (53  FR 
30355).  As  indicated  therein,  the 
environmental  cost  contribution  of  the 
proposed  increase  in  the  fuel  enrichment 
and  irradiation  limits  are  either 
unchanged  or  may  in  fact  be  reduced 
from  those  summeirized  in  Table  S-4  as 
set  forth  in  10  CFR  51.52(c]. 

The  Notice  of  Consideration  of 
Issuance  of  Amendment  and 
Opportunity  for  Hearing  in  connection 
with  this  action  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  October  11, 1988  (53 
FR  39679).  No  request  for  hearing  or 
petition  for  leave  to  intervene  was  filed 
following  this  notice. 

Therefore,  the  Commission  concludes 
that  there  are  no  significant  radiological 
or  nonradiological  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  the  proposed 
amendments. 

Alternative  to  the  Proposed  Action 

Since  the  Commission  concluded  that 
there  are  no  si^iificant  environmental 
effects  that  would  result  fiom  the 
proposed  action,  any  alternative  with 
equal  or  greater  environmental  impacts 
need  not  be  evaluated. 

The  principal  alternative  would  be  to 
deny  the  requested  amendments.  This 
would  not  reduce  environmental 
impacts  of  plant  operation  and  would 
result  in  reduced  operational  flexibility. 

Alternative  Use  of  Resources 

This  action  does  not  involve  die  use  of 
any  resources  not  previously  considered 
in  the  Final  Environmental  Statement 
related  to  the  operation  of  the  Donald  C. 
Cook  Nuclear  I^ant,  Units  1  and  2,  dated 
August  1973. 

Agencies  and  Person  Consulted 

The  Commission’s  staff  reviewed  the 
licensee's  request  and  did  not  consult 
other  agencies  or  persons. 

Findings  of  No  Significant  Impact 

The  Commission  has  determined  not 
to  prepare  an  environmental  impact 
statement  for  the  proposed  license 
amendments. 

Based  upon  the  foregoing 
environmental  assessment  we  conclude 
that  the  proposed  actioa  will  not  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  quality  of  the 
human  envinsunent 

For  further  details  with  respect  to  this 
action,  see  the  application  for 
amendments  dat^  August  19, 1968, 
which  is  available  for  public  inspection 
at  the  Commission’s  Public  Document 
Room,  2120  L  Street  NW.,  Washington. 
DC,  and  at  the  Maude  Preston  Palenski 
Memorial  Library,  500  Market  Street  St 
Joseph,  Michigan  49085. 

Dated  at  Rockville,  Maryland  this  8th  day 
of  November  1988. 


For  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 
Theodore  R.  Quay, 

Acting  Director,  Project  Directorate  lll-l. 
Division  of  Reactor  Projects — III,  IV,  V  & 
Special  Projects. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26446  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNO  CODE  7590-01-M 


(Docket  Na  70-3054] 

Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact; 
Amendment  of  Materials  License  No. 
SNM-1977;  Philadelphia  Electric  Co., 
Montgomery  County,  PA 

The  U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  (the  Commission)  is 
considering  the  revision  of  Special 
Nuclear  Material  license  No.  SNM-1977 
to  Philadelphia  Electric  Company  (the 
applicant)  for  the  Limerick  Generating 
Station  Unit  2,  located  in  Montgomery 
County,  Pennsylvania. 

Environmental  Assessment 

Identification  of  Proposed  Action 

The  proposed  action  would  authorize 
applicant  to  receive,  possess,  inspect, 
and  store  special  nuclear  material  in  the 
form  of  unirradiated  fuel  assemblies. 

The  discussion  below  will  be  limited  to 
assessing  the  potential  for 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from 
the  handling  and  the  storage  of  new  fuel 
at  Limerick,  Unit  2. 

The  Need  for  the  Proposed  Action 

The  proposed  action  will  allow  the 
applicant  to  receive  and  store  fresh  fiiel 
prior  to  issuance  of  the  Part  50  operating 
license  in  order  to  inspect  the  fuel  and 
finalize  fuel  preparation  needed  to  load 
the  fuel  into  the  reactor  vesseL  Actual 
core  loading,  however,  will  not  be 
authorized  by  the  proposed  license 
amendment 

Environmental  Impacts  of  the  Proposed 
Action 

Once  at  Limerick,  Unit  2,  the  new  fuel 
will  be  stored  outdoors  in  the  new  fuel 
storage  area.  The  fuel  will  be  stored  in 
the  outer  wooden  shipping  containers  in 
piles  stacked  four  high.  Each  pile  of  fuel 
will  be  covered  by  a  five-sided  box 
manufactured  out  of  corrugated  steel. 
This  temporary  storage  of  assemblies  in 
their  shipping  containers  will  present  no 
significant  environmental  unpact  or 
significant  radiation  exposure  to  plant 
workers. 

Assemblies  are  then  moved  to  the 
refueling  floor  and  stored  in  a 
predesignated  storage  area.  Assemblies 
are  removed  from  their  shipping 
containers,  inspected,  and  the  fuel  is 
then  transferred  to  their  designated 
storage  location  in  the  spent  fuel  storage 


pool.  Criticality  safety  in  the  storage 
location  is  maintained  by  limiting 
interaction  between  adjacent  fuel 
assemblies.  The  staff  has  evaluated  the 
spent  fuel  pool  and  found  it  to  be 
critically  safe  for  all  conditions  of  water 
moderation  and/or  reflection.  The 
design  of  this  storage  location, 
combined  with  plant  procedures,  will 
ensure  acceptable  protection  of  the 
general  public  and  plant  personnel 
under  either  normal  or  abnormal 
conditions. 

Since  the  fresh  fuel  assemblies  are 
sealed  sources,  the  principal  exposure 
pathway  to  an  individual  is  via  external 
radiation.  For  low-enriched  uranium  fuel 
(<4  percent  U-235  enrichment),  the 
exposure  rate  at  1  foot  from  the  surface 
is  norally  less  than  1  mR/hr;  therefore,  it 
is  estimated  that  the  exposure  level  to 
workers  handling  the  fuel  would  be  less 
than  25  percent  of  the  maximum 
permissible  exposure  specified  in  10 
CFR  Part  20.  B^ause  of  the  low 
radiation  levels  associated  with  the 
requested  materials  and  activities  and 
the  applicant’s  radiation  protection 
procedures,  the  staff  concludes  that  fuel 
handling  and  storage  activities  can  be 
carried  out  without  any  significant 
occupation  dose  to  workers  or 
radiological  impact  to  the  environment 

Only  a  small  amount  if  any,  of 
radioactive  waste  (e.g.,  smear  papers 
and/or  contaminated  packaged 
material)  is  expected  to  be  generated  as 
a  result  of  fuel  handling  and  storage 
operations.  Any  waste  that  is  produced 
will  be  properiy  stored  onsite  until  it  can 
be  shipped  to  a  hcensed  disposal 
facility. 

In  the  event  the  assemblies  must  be 
returned  to  the  fuel  fabricator,  all 
packaging  and  transport  of  fuel  will  be 
in  accordance  with  10  CFR  Part  71.  No 
significant  external  radiation  hazards 
are  associated  with  the  unirradiated 
fuel,  because  the  radiation  level  from 
the  clad  fuel  pellets  is  low  and  the 
shipping  packages  must  meet  the 
external  radiatioB  standards  in  10  CFR 
Part  71.  Therefore  any  shipment  of 
unirradiated  fuel  is  expected  to  have  an 
insignificant  environmental  impact. 

In  the  unlikely  event  that  an  assembly 
(either  within  or  outside  its  shipping 
container)  is  dropped  during  transfer, 
fuel  cladding  is  not  expected  to  rupture. 
Even  if  the  fuel  rod  cladding  were 
breached  and  the  pellets  were  released, 
an  insignificant  environmental  impact 
would  result.  The  fuel  pellets  are 
composed  of  a  ceramic  UO:  that  has 
been  pelletized  and  sintered  to  a  very 
high  density.  In  this  form,  release  of  U02 
aerosol  is  unlikely  except  under 
conditions  of  deliberate  grinding. 
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Additionally,  UO2  is  soluble  only  in  acid 
solution  so  dissolution  and  release  to 
the  environment  are  extremely  unlikely. 

Co’'>^Iusion 

.  :  environmental  impacts  associated 
v/ith  the  handling  and  storage  of  new 
fuel  at  Limerick,  Unit  2,  are  expected  to 
be  insigniHcant.  Essentially  no  effluents, 
liquid  or  airborne,  will  be  released,  and 
acceptable  controls  will  be  implemented 
to  prevent  a  radiological  accident. 
Therefore,  the  staff  concludes  that  there 
will  be  no  significant  impacts  associated 
with  the  proposed  action. 

Alternative  to  the  Proposed  Action 

The  principal  alternative  would  be  to 
deny  the  requested  license  amendment. 
Assuming  the  operating  license  will 
eventually  be  issued,  denial  of  the 
storage  only  license  would  merely 
postpone  new  fuel  receipt  at  Limerick, 
Unit  2.  Although  denial  of  the  special 
nuclear  material  license  for  Limerick, 
Unit  2,  is  an  alternative  available  to  the 
Commission,  it  would  be  considered 
only  if  significant  issues  of  public  health 
and  safety  could  not  be  resolved. 

Alternative  Use  of  Resources 

This  action  does  not  involve  the  use  of 
resources  not  previously  considered  in 
connection  with  the  Commission’s  Final 
Environmental  Statement  (NUREG- 
0974)  related  to  this  facility. 

Agencies  and  Persons  Contacted 

The  Commission’s  staff  reviewed  the 
applicant’s  request  of  May  6, 1988  and 
supplement  dated  October  28, 1988,  and 
did  not  consult  other  agencies  or 
persons. 

Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 

The  Commission  has  prepared  an 
Environmental  Assessment  related  to 
the  revision  of  Special  Nuclear  Material 
License  No.  SNM-1977.  On  the  basis  of 
this  assessment,  the  Commission  has 
concluded  that  environmental  impacts 
created  by  the  proposed  licensing  action 
would  not  be  significant  and  do  not 
warrant  the  preparation  of  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
Accordingly,  it  has  been  determined  that 
a  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  is 
appropriate. 

The  Environmental  Assessment  and 
the  May  6, 1988,  application  related  to 
this  proposed  action  are  available  for 
public  inspection  and  copying  at  the 
Commission’s  Public  Document  Room, 
2120  L  Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC. 
Copies  of  the  Environmental 
Assessment  may  be  obtained  by  calling 
(301)  492-3358  or  by  writing  to  the  Fuel 
Cycle  Safety  Branch,  Division  of 
Industrial  and  Medical  Nuclear  Safety, 


U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission, 
Washington.  DC  20555.  Dated  at 
Rockville,  Maryland,  this  7th  day  of 
November,  1988. 

For  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 
Leland  C.  Rouse, 

Chief,  Fuel  Cycle  Safety  Branch,  Division  of 
Industrial  and  Medical  Nuclear  Safety, 
NMSS. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26440  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
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[Docket  No.  50-333] 

Power  Authority  of  the  State  of  New 
York;  Environmental  Assessment  And 
Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 

The  U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  (NRC/the  Commission)  is 
considering  issuance  of  an  exemption 
from  the  requirements  of  Appendix  J  of 
10  CFR  Part  50  to  the  Power  Authority  of 
the  State  of  New  York  (PASNY/the 
licensee),  for  the  James  A.  FitzPatrick 
Nuclear  Power  Plant  located  in  Oswego 
County,  New  York. 

Environmental  Assessment 
Identification  of  Proposed  Action 

The  licensee  would  be  exempted  from 
the  requirements  of  Section  Ill.A.6(b)  of 
Appendix  )  to  10  CFR  Part  50  to  the 
extent  that  a  Type  A  Primary 
Containment  Integrated  Leak  Rate  Test 
(PCILRT)  would  not  have  to  be 
performed  during  the  Reload  8/ Cycle  9 
refueling  outage  (which  commenced  in 
August  1988)  and  that  the  normal 
PCILRT  retest  schedule  specified  in 
Section  IlI.D(a)  of  Appendix )  would  be 
restored. 

In  addition,  the  licensee  would  be 
exempted  from  the  requirements  of 
Section  IVA  of  Appendix  J  to  the  extent 
that  a  Type  C  test  would  not  be 
performed  during  the  Reload  8/Cycle  9 
refueling  outage  on  the  welds  of  a 
containment  isolation  valve  located  on 
the  High  Pressure  Coolant  Injection 
(HPCI)  turbine  exhaust  line.  This  valve 
is  to  be  replaced  during  the  outage. 

The  Need  for  the  Proposed  Action 

The  PCILRTs  performed  during  the 
1982, 1985,  and  1987  refueling  outages 
were  deemed  failures  in  the  “as-found” 
condition.  Section  III.A6(b)  of  Appendix 
)  states  that,  should  two  consecutive 
PCILRTs  fail  to  meet  the  applicable 
acceptance  criteria,  a  retest  must  be 
performed  during  each  subsequent 
refueling  outage  until  two  consecutive 
tests  are  deemed  acceptable,  after 
which  time  the  retest  schedule  specified 
in  Section  lII.D(a)  may  be  resumed. 
Accordingly,  the  licensee  would  be 
required  to  perform  a  PCILRT  during  the 


August  1988  refueling  outage.  As  an 
alternative  to  performing  this  test,  the 
licensee  has  submitted  a  Corrective 
Action  Plan  which  entails  the 
replacement  of  33  containment  isolation 
valves  which  previously  were  identified 
as  having  excessive  leakage. 
Replacement  of  21  of  these  valves  would 
take  place  during  the  Reload  8/Cycle  9 
outage.  Implementation  of  the 
Corrective  Action  Plan  will  ensure  that 
the  intent  of  Section  III.A.6(b)  is  met,  in 
that  unacceptable  containment  leakage 
is  identified  and  corrected. 

In  accordance  with  Section  rV.A  of 
Appendix  J,  a  Type  A,  B  or  C  test  (as 
applicable)  is  required  to  be  performed 
following  any  major  modification  or 
replacement  of  a  component  which  is 
part  of  the  primary  reactor  containment 
boundary.  The  licensee  has  determined 
that  the  welds  of  one  of  the  valves  to  be 
replaced,  located  on  the  HPCI  turbine 
exhaust  line,  cannot  be  pressure  tested. 
Also,  since  the  replaced  manual  valve  is 
not  used  for  containment  isolation,  it  is 
not  subject  to  PCILRT  requirements. 
Accordingly,  the  licensee  has  requested 
an  exemption  from  Section  IV.A.  In  lieu 
of  a  Type  A,  B  or  C  tests,  the  licensee 
has  proposed  100  percent  radiography  of 
the  afiected  weld  as  well  as  dye 
penetrant  or  magnetic  particle  tests. 

This  will  ensure  that  the  intent  of 
Section  rv.A,  (the  identification  of 
leakage  resulting  frnm  replacement  of  a 
component  which  is  part  of  the  primary 
containment  boundary)  is  met. 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposed 
Action 

The  proposed  action  would  ensure 
that  excessive  leakage  from 
containment  isolation  valves  is 
identified  and  corrected  and  would 
provide  a  level  of  safety  at  least 
equivalent  to  that  attained  by 
compliance  with  Sections  III.A.6(b)  and 
IV.A  of  Appendix  J  to  10  CFR  Part  50. 

On  this  basis,  the  Commission 
concludes  that  there  are  no  significant 
radiological  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  this  proposed 
exemption. 

With  regard  to  potential 
nonradiological  impacts,  the  proposed 
exemption  involves  features  located 
entirely  within  the  restricted  areas  as 
defined  in  10  CFR  Part  20.  It  does  not 
affect  nonradiological  plant  effluents 
and  has  no  other  environmental  impact 
Therefore,  the  Commission  concludes 
that  there  are  no  significant 
nonradiological  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  the  proposed 
exemption. 
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Alternative  Use  of  Resources 

This  action  involves  no  use  of 
resources  not  previously  considered  in 
the  Final  Environmental  Statement 
(construction  permit  and  operating 
license)  for  the  James  A.  FitzPatrick 
Nuclear  Power  Plant. 

Agencies  and  Persons  Consulted 

The  NRC  staff  reviewed  the  licensee’s 
request  and  did  not  consult  other 
agencies  or  persons. 

Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 

The  Commission  has  determined  not 
to  prepare  an  environmental  impact 
statement  for  the  proposed  exemption. 

Based  on  the  foregoing  environmental 
assessment,  we  conclude  that  the 
proposed  action  will  not  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  quality  of  the 
human  environment. 

For  further  details  with  respect  to  this 
action,  see  the  request  for  exemption 
dated  April  8, 1988  and  the  supplements 
dated  June  17, 1988,  July  14, 1988  and 
October  28. 1988,  which  are  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  Commission’s 
Public  Document  Room.  Gelman 
Building,  2120  L  Street.  NW., 

Washington,  DC,  and  at  the  Penfield 
Library,  State  University  College  of 
Oswego,  Oswego,  New  York. 

Dated  at  Rockville,  Maryland,  this  10th  of 
November  1988. 

For  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 
Robert  A.  Capra, 

Director,  Project  Directorate  1-1.  Division  of 
Reactor  Projects,  I /II. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26441  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  7S9(MI1-M 

Biweekly  Notice  Applications  and 
Amendments  to  Operating  Licenses 
Involving  No  Significant  Hazards 
Considerations 

I.  Background 

Pursuant  to  Public  Law  (P.L.)  97-415, 
the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  (the 
Commission)  is  publishing  this  regular 
biweekly  notice.  P.L.  97-415  revised 
section  189  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended  (the  Act),  to  require 
the  Commission  to  publish  notice  of  any 
amendments  issued,  or  proposed  to  be 
issued,  under  a  new  provision  of  section 
189  of  the  Act,  This  provision  grants  the 
Commission  the  authority  to  issue  and 
make  immediately  efi’ective  any 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  upon 
a  determination  by  the  Commission  that 
such  amendment  involves  no  significant 
hazards  consideration,  notwithstanding 
the  pendency  before  the  Commission  of 
a  request  for  a  hearing  from  any  person. 


This  biweekly  notice  includes  all 
notices  of  amendments  issued,  or 
proposed  to  be  issued  from  October  26, 
1988  through  November  4, 1988.  The  last 
biweekly  notice  was  published  on 
November  2. 1988  (53  FR  44247). 

NO'nCE  OF  CONSIDERA’nON  OF 
ISSUANCE  OF  AMENDMENT  TO 
FACILITY  OPERATING  UCENSE  AND 
PROPOSED  NO  SIGNinCANT 
HAZARDS  CONSIDERA’nON 
DETERMINAnON  AND 
OPPOR’TUNITY  FOR  HEARING 

The  Commission  has  made  a  proposed 
determination  that  the  following 
amendment  requests  involve  no 
significant  hazards  consideration.  Under 
the  Commission’s  regulations  in  10  CFR 
50.92,  this  means  that  operation  of  the 
facility  in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendments  would  not  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety.  The  basis  for  this 
proposed  determination  for  each 
amendment  request  is  shown  below. 

The  Commission  is  seeking  public 
comments  on  this  proposed 
determination.  Any  comments  received 
within  30  days  after  the  date  of 
publication  of  this  notice  will  be 
considered  in  making  any  final 
determination.  The  Commission  will  not 
normally  make  a  final  determination 
unless  it  receives  a  request  for  a 
hearing. 

Written  comments  may  be  submitted 
by  mail  to  the  Regulatory  Publications 
Branch,  Division  of  Freedom  of 
Information  and  Publications  Services, 
Office  of  Administration  and  Resources 
Management,  U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission,  Washington,  DC  20555, 
and  should  cite  the  publication  date  and 
page  number  of  this  Federal  Register 
notice.  Written  comments  may  also  be 
delivered  to  Room  P-216,  Phillips 
Building,  7920  Norfolk  Avenue, 

Bethesda,  Maryland  from  7:30  a.m.  to 
4:15  p.m.  Copies  of  written  comments 
received  may  be  examined  at  the  NRC 
Public  Document  Room,  the  Gelman 
Building,  2120  L  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  The  filing  of  requests 
for  heariirg  and  petitions  for  leave  to 
intervene  is  discussed  below. 

By  December  16, 1988  the  licensee 
may  file  a  request  for  a  hearing  with 
respect  to  issuance  of  the  amendment  to 
the  subject  facility  operating  license  and 
any  person  whose  interest  may  be 
affected  by  this  proceeding  and  who 
wishes  to  participate  as  a  party  in  the 
proceeding  must  file  a  written  petition 


for  leave  to  intervene.  Requests  for  a 
hearing  and  petitions  for  leave  to 
intervene  shall  be  filed  in  accordance 
with  the  Commission’s  “Rules  of 
Practice  for  Domestic  Licensing 
Proceedings’’  in  10  CFR  Part  2.  If  a 
request  for  a  hearing  or  petition  for 
leave  to  interv’ene  is  filed  by  the  above 
date,  the  Commission  or  an  Atomic 
Safety  and  Licensing  Board,  designated 
by  the  Commission  or  by  the  Chairman 
of  the  Atomic  Safety  and  Licensing 
Board  Panel,  will  rule  on  the  request 
and/or  petition  and  the  Secretary  or  the 
designated  Atomic  Safety  and  Licensing 
Board  will  issue  a  notice  of  hearing  or 
an  appropriate  order. 

As  required  by  10  CFR  2.714,  a 
petition  for  leave  to  intervene  shall  set 
forth  with  particularity  the  interest  of 
the  petitioner  in  the  proceeding,  and 
how  that  interest  may  be  affected  by  the 
results  of  the  proceeding.  The  petition 
should  specifically  explain  the  reasons 
why  intervention  should  be  permitted 
with  particular  reference  to  the 
following  factors:  (1)  the  nature  of  the 
petitioner’s  right  under  the  Act  to  be 
made  a  party  to  the  proceeding:  (2)  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  petitioner’s 
property,  financial,  or  other  interest  in 
the  proceeding;  and  (3)  the  possible 
effect  of  any  order  which  may  be 
entered  in  the  proceeding  on  the 
petitioner’s  interest.  The  petition  should 
also  identify  the  specific  aspect(s)  of  the 
subject  matter  of  the  proceeding  as  to 
which  petitioner  wishes  to  intervene. 

Any  person  who  has  filed  a  petition  for 
leave  to  intervene  or  who  has  been 
admitted  as  a  party  may  amend  the 
petition  without  requesting  leave  of  the 
Board  up  to  fifteen  (15)  days  prior  to  the 
first  prehearing  conference  scheduled  in 
the  proceeding,  but  such  an  amended 
petition  must  satisfy  the  specificity 
requirements  described  above. 

Not  later  than  fifteen  (15)  days  prior  to 
the  first  prehearing  conference 
scheduled  in  the  proceeding,  a  petitioner 
shall  file  a  supplement  to  the  petition  to 
intervene  which  must  include  a  list  of 
the  contentions  which  are  sought  to  be 
litigated  in  the  matter,  and  the  bases  for 
each  contention  set  forth  with 
reasonable  specificity.  Contentions  shall 
be  limited  to  matters  within  the  scope  of 
the  amendment  under  consideration.  A 
petitioner  who  fails  to  file  such  a 
supplement  which  satisfies  these 
requirements  with  respect  to  at  least  one 
contention  will  not  be  permitted  to 
participate  as  a  party. 

Those  permitted  to  intervene  become 
parties  to  the  proceeding,  subject  to  any 
limitations  in  the  order  granting  leave  to 
intervene,  and  have  the  opportunity  to 
particip.'  te  fully  in  the  conduct  of  the 
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hearing,  including  the  opportunity  to 
present  evidence  and  cross-examine 
witnesses. 

If  a  hearing  is  requested,  the 
Commission  will  make  a  final 
determination  on  the  issue  of  no 
significant  hazards  consideration.  The 
final  determination  will  serve  to  decide 
when  the  hearing  is  held. 

If  the  final  determination  is  that  the 
amendment  request  involves  no 
significant  hazards  consideration,  the 
Commission  may  issue  the  amendment 
and  make  it  immediately  effective, 
notwithstanding  the  request  for  a 
hearing.  Any  hearing  held  would  take 
place  after  issuance  of  the  amendment. 

If  the  final  determination  is  that  the 
amendment  involves  a  significant 
hazards  consideration,  any  hearing  held 
would  take  place  before  the  issuance  of 
any  amendment. 

Normally,  the  Commission  will  not 
issue  the  amendment  until  the 
expiration  of  the  30-day  notice  period. 
However,  should  circumstances  change 
during  the  notice  period  such  that  failure 
to  act  in  a  timely  way  would  result,  for 
example,  in  derating  or  shutdown  of  the 
facility,  the  Commission  may  issue  the 
license  amendment  before  the 
expiration  of  the  30-day  notice  period, 
provided  that  its  final  determination  is 
that  the  amendment  involves  no 
significant  hazards  consideration.  The 
final  determination  will  consider  all 
public  and  State  comments  received 
before  action  is  taken.  Should  the 
Commission  take  this  action,  it  will 
publish  a  notice  of  issuance  and  provide 
for  opportunity  for  a  hearing  after 
issuance.  The  Commission  expects  that 
the  need  to  take  this  action  will  occur 
very  infrequently. 

A  request  for  a  hearing  or  a  petition 
for  leave  to  intervene  must  be  filed  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Commission,  U.S. 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission, 
Washington,  DC  20555,  Attention; 
Docketing  and  Service  Branch,  or  may 
be  delivered  to  the  Commission’s  Public 
Document  Room,  the  Gelman  Building, 
2120  L  Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC,  by 
the  above  date.  Where  petitions  are 
filed  during  the  last  ten  (10)  days  of  the 
notice  period,  it  is  requested  that  the 
petitioner  promptly  so  inform  the 
Commission  by  a  toll-free  telephone  call 
to  Western  Union  at  l-(800)  325-6000  (in 
Missouri  l-{800]  342-6700).  The  Western 
Union  operator  should  be  given 
Datagram  Identification  Number  3737 
and  the  following  message  addressed  to 
[Project  Director)',  petitioner’s  name  and 
telephone  number;  date  petition  was 
mailed;  plant  name;  and  publication 
date  and  page  number  of  this  Federal 
Register  notice.  A  copy  of  the  petition 
should  also  be  sent  to  the  Office  of  the 


General  Counsel,  U.S.  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission,  Washington, 

DC  20555.  and  to  the  attorney  for  the 
licensee. 

Nontimely  filings  of  petitions  for  leave 
to  intervene,  amended  petitions, 
supplemental  petitions  and/or  requests 
for  hearing  will  not  be  entertained 
absent  a  determination  by  the 
Commission,  the  presiding  officer  or  the 
presiding  Atomic  Safety  and  Licensing 
Board,  that  the  petition  and/or  request 
should  be  granted  based  upon  a 
balancing  of  factors  specified  in  10  CFR 
2.714(a)(lKi)-(v)  and  2.714(d). 

For  further  details  with  respect  to  this 
action,  see  the  application  for 
amendment  which  is  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  Commission's  Public 
Document  Room,  the  Gelman  Building, 
2120  L  Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC, 
and  at  the  local  public  document  room 
for  the  particular  facility  involved. 

Arkansas  Power  &  Light  Company, 
Docket  Nos.  50-313  and  50-368,  Arkansas 
Nuclear  One,  Units  1  and  2,  Pope 
County,  Arkansas 

Date  of  amendment  requests:  May  27, 
1988 

Description  of  amendment  requests: 
The  amendments  would  modify  the 
Technical  Specifications  (TSs)  for  each 
unit  by  adding  operability  and 
surveillance  requirements  for  the  core¬ 
exit  thermocouples  (CETs).  The  CET 
system  is  one  of  the  inadequate  core 
cooling  (ICC)  monitoring  systems.  These 
systems  and  the  associated  TSs  are 
required  by  NUREG-0737,  Section  II.F.2, 
as  specified  by  Generic  Letter  83-37. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided  guidance 
for  the  application  of  criteria  for  no 
significant  hazards  consideration 
determination  by  providing  examples  of 
amendments  that  are  considered  not 
likely  to  involve  significant  hazards 
considerations  (51  FR  7751).  These 
examples  include:  Example  (ii),  A 
change  that  constitutes  an  additional 
limitation,  restriction,  or  control  not 
presently  included  in  the  Technical 
Specifications:  e.g.,  “a  more  stringent 
surveillance  requirement.” 

The  new  operability  and  surveillance 
requirements  for  the  CET  system  of  each 
unit  constitute  additional  limitations, 
restrictions,  and  controls  not  presently 
included  in  the  Technical  Specifications. 
Therefore,  the  proposed  amendments 
are  within  the  scope  of  the  example. 

Since  the  applications  for  amendment 
involve  proposed  changes  that  are 
encompassed  by  an  example  for  which 
no  significant  hazards  consideration 
exists,  the  staff  has  made  a  proposed 
determination  that  the  applications 


involve  no  significant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Tomlinson  Library,  Arkansas 
Tech  University.  Russellville,  Arkansas 
72801 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Nicholas  S. 
Reynolds,  ^q..  Bishop,  Cook,  Purcell 
and  Reynolds,  1400  L  Street,  NW„ 
Washington,  DC  20005-3502 

NRC  Project  Director:  Jose  A.  Calvo 

Carolina  Power  &  Light  Company  et  al.. 
Docket  No.  50-325,  Brunswick  Steam 
Electric  Plant,  Unit  No.  1,  Brunswick 
County,  North  Carolina 

Date  of  application  for  amendment: 
May  27, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request 
The  proposed  amendment  would  change 
the  reactor  water  level  setpoint  for  the 
isolation  of  the  Group  1  primary 
containment  isolation  valves  horn  low 
level  2  to  low  level  3.  The  proposed 
amendment  also  reflects  plant 
modifications  that  are  necessary.  New 
slave  units  will  be  added  for  the  low 
level  3  instrumentation  and  their  tag 
numbers  will  be  identified  in  the 
Technical  Specifications.  Master  trip 
units  will  be  upgraded  and  the 
Technical  Specifications  will  reflect  the 
new  tag  numbers  for  low  level  2. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a  no 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92(c).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license 
involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee  evaluated  the  proposed 
changes  in  accordance  with  the 
standards  in  10  CFR  50.92(c)  and 
provided  the  following  analysis; 

1.  The  setpoint  change  has  been  evaluated 
with  respect  to  several  operating  parameters, 
including  the  minimum  critical  power  ratio 
(MCPR),  peak  vessel  pressure,  radiation 
release,  and  shutdown  capability  during 
abnormal  operating  transients.  Fuel  cladding 
integrity  during  a  loss-of-coolant  accident 
(LOCA)  and  the  reactor  response  during  an 
anticipated  transient  without  scram  (ATWS) 
event  were  also  evaluated.  Results  of  this 
evaluation  are  provided  in  the  CE  Topical 
Report  NEDC-30601-P,  “Safety  Review  of 
Water  Level  Setpoint  Change  for  BrunswiiJi 
Steam  Electric  Plant.  Units  1  and  2.”  As 
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stated  in  Section  4.2.3  and  4.2.4  of  that  report, 
the  change  will  not  cause  a  reduction  in 
MCPR,  an  increase  in  the  peak  pressure,  an 
increase  in  radiation  release,  a  cause  of 
equipment  damage,  a  reduction  in  plant 
shutdown  capability,  or  a  decrease  in  core 
cooling  capability.  The  main  steam  isolation 
valve  (MSIV)  water  level  setpoint  change  has 
no  impact  on  LOCA  events  previously 
evaluated,  nor  does  it  cause  consequences  of 
accidents  previously  evaluated  to  be 
increased. 

2.  Several  operating  parameters  have  been 
evaluated  to  support  the  setpoint  change, 
including  MCPR.  peak  vessel  pressure, 
radiation  release,  and  shutdown  capability 
during  abnormal  operating  transients.  Fuel 
cladding  integrity  during  a  LOCA  and  reactor 
response  during  an  ATWS  event  were  also 
evaluated.  Results  of  this  evaluation  are 
provided  in  the  GE  Topical  Report  NEDC- 
30601-P,  “Safety  Review  of  Water  Level 
Setpoint  Change  for  Brunswick  Steam 
Electric  Plant,  Units  1  and  2."  None  of  these 
evaluations  indicated  that  any  new  or 
different  tj’pe  of  accident  would  be  created 
by  the  change.  In  addition,  the  present 
function  and  structure  of  the  Group  1 
isolation  valves  remains  unchanged,  thereby 
eliminating  possible  operator  confusion  and 
training  problems  that  could  lead  to  a  new  or 
different  type  of  accident.  Therefore,  the 
proposed  change  does  not  create  the 
possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident. 

3.  The  effects  of  the  setpoint  change  for 
LOCA  events  has  been  reviewed,  and  it  has 
been  determined  that  the  change  has  no 
impact.  As  stated  in  NEDC-30601-P,  large  and 
intermediate  LOCA  events  will  not  be 
affected  because  tlie  rapid  depressurization 
and  rapid  inventory  loss  will  cause  the  MSIV 
to  close  almost  immediately  after  the 
accident  before  any  fuel  failure  could  occur. 
Thus,  the  lower  MSIV  trip  will  not  increase 
inventory  loss  from  the  reactor  core  or 
radiation  release  to  the  environment.  For  a 
sniall  break  LOCA.  the  highest  peak  cladding 
temperature  for  the  worst  case  single  failure 
(i.e.,  failure  of  the  high  pressure  coolant 
injection  (HPCI)  system)  is  considerably  less 
than  the  2200*  F  peak  clad  temperature  limit. 
Therefore,  the  setpoint  change  will  have  no 
effect  on  the  limiting  maximum  average 
planar  linear  heat  generation  rate 
(MAPLHGR). 

For  a  loss  of  feedwater  flow  event  under 
the  proposed  amendment,  the  reactor  would 
not  be  isolated  while  HPCI  and  reactor  core 
isolation  [cooling]  (RCIC)  are  operating. 
Reactor  core  isolation  cooling  system  flow 
would  compensate  for  steam  flow  through  the 
turbine  control  valves  to  the  main  condenser, 
thereby  maintaining  water  level  above  low 
level  3,  keeping  the  MSI  Vs  open,  and 
preventing  the  S/RVs  from  opening.  Thus,  the 
MSIV  setpoint  change  will  not  compromise 
core  cooling  capability  for  the  loss  of 
feedwater  flow  event.  Furthermore,  it  reduces 
suppression  pool  heatup  for  this  event 
because  the  main  condenser  is  available  for  a 
longer  time. 

The  low  level  3  reactor  water  level  setpoint 
for  the  Group  1  primary  containment 
isolation  system  valves  still  “ensures  the 
effectiveness  of  the  instrumentation  used  to 


mitigate  the  consequences  of  accidents"  as 
demonstrated  by  the  evaluation  in  Sections  4 
and  5  of  NEDC-30601-P.  Thus,  for  the  reasons 
described  above,  the  margin  of  safety  is  not 
reduced  and  may  actually  be  increased. 

Based  on  the  above,  the  licensee  has 
determined  that  the  proposed 
amendment  does  not  involve  a 
significant  hazards  consideration.  The 
NRC  staff  has  reviewed  the  licensee's 
no  signiHcant  hazards  consideration 
determination  and  agrees  with  the 
licensee's  analysis.  Accordingly,  the 
Commission  proposes  to  determine  that 
the  requested  amendment  does  not 
involve  a  significant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  University  of  North  Carolina  at 
Wilmington,  William  Madison  Randall 
Library,  601  S.  College  Road, 

Wilmington,  North  Carolina  28403-3297. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  R.  E.  Jones, 
General  Counsel,  Carolina  Power  & 

Light  Company,  P.  O.  Box  1551,  Raleigh, 
North  Carolina  27602 
NRC  Project  Director:  Elinor  G. 
Adensam 

Carolina  Power  &  Light  Company  et  al.. 
Docket  No.  50-325,  Brunswick  Steam 
Electric  Plant,  Unit  No.  1,  Brunswick 
County,  North  Carolina 

Date  of  application  for  amendment: 
June  9, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 

The  proposed  change  to  Brunswick 
Steam  Qectric  Plant,  Unit  No.  1,  (BSEP) 
Technical  Specification  Tables  3.3.5.2-1 
and  4.3.5.2-1  is  requested  to  address 
alternate  shutdown  capability 
requirements  associated  with  10  CFR 
Part  50,  Appendix  R. 

Reactor  vessel  water  level  transmitter 
B21-LT-N026A  currently  provides 
indication  on  the  remote  shutdown 
panel  (B21-LI-R604AX),  as  well  as  on  the 
control  panel  in  the  control  room  (via 
B21-LT-604A),  and  level  transmitter  B21- 
LT-N026B  provides  indication  only  on 
the  control  panel  (via  B21-LI-R604B).  The 
remote  shutdown  panel  is  located  in  the 
reactor  building.  TTie  proposed 
modification  would  have  level 
transmitter  B21-LT-N026A  providing 
indication  to  only  the  control  panel  in 
the  control  room  (on  B21-LI-R604A)  and 
level  transmitter  B21-LT-N026B  will 
provide  indication  on  the  remote 
shutdown  panel  (B21-LI-R604BX)  and, 
via  the  remote  shutdown  panel,  on  the 
control  panel  (B21-LI-R604B]. 

The  licensee  states  that  these 
modiffcations  are  being  made  to  address 
alternate  shutdown  capability 
requirements  associated  with  10  CFR 
Part  50,  Appendix  R,  Section  III.G.  The 
above  described  level  transmitters  and 
indicators  are  identiffed  in  the  Technical 


SpeciHcations  and,  subsequently,  need 
to  be  changed  to  support  the 
modification. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 

The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a  no 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92(c).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license 
involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

Carolina  Power  &  Light  Company  (the 
Company)  has  reviewed  this  proposed 
license  amendment  request  and 
determined  that  its  adoption  would 
involve  no  signiHcant  hazards 
consideration  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  The  instrumentation  being  rewired 
provides  reactor  water  level  indication  as 
part  of  the  plant  monitoring  instrumentation 
required  for  10  CFR  Part  50,  Appendix,  R, 
Section  Ill.G.  It  provides  no  direct  protection 
against  any  of  the  accidents  identified  in 
Chapter  15  of  the  Updated  Final  Safety 
Analysis  (UFSAR).  By  rewiring  these 
instruments,  the  Train  A  instrumentation  will 
feed  the  control  room  and  the  Train  B 
instrumentation  will  feed  the  remote 
shutdown  panel  thereby  satisfying  the 
requirements  of  10  CFR  Part  50,  Appendix  R. 
Section  III.G.  The  purpose  and  function  of  the 
instrumentation  will  not  change:  only  the 
indication  point  will  be  exchanged  between 
instrument  trains.  Therefore,  the  proposed 
amendment  does  not  involve  a  significant 
increase  in  the  probability  or  consequences 
of  an  accident  previously  evaluated. 

2.  Rewiring  of  level  transmitter  loops  B21- 
LT-N026A  and  B21-LT-N026B  will  allow  the 
Company  to  safely  shutdown  the  unit  using 
the  Alternate  Safe  Shutdown  Procedures.  The 
possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated  will  not  be  created  because  this 
instrumentation  will  not  be  performing  any 
different  function  from  its  current  function. 
This  modification  is  being  made  to  address 
the  commitments  associated  with  10  CFR  Part 
50,  Appendix  R,  Section  III.G  which  require 
the  Train  A  instrumentation  to  feed  the 
control  room  and  the  Train  B  instrumentation 
to  feed  the  remote  shutdown  panel.  The  new 
configuration  will  ensure  consistent 
indication,  i.e..  Train  A  or  Train  B.  in  both  the 
control  room  and  at  the  remote  shutdown 
panel.  The  necessary  indication  will  be 
available  to  the  operator  at  the  proper 
location  under  fire  scenarios  which  would 
take  out  either  the  Train  A  or  Train  B 
instrumentation. 

3.  The  proposed  modification  will  ensure 
proper  indication  in  the  appropriate  area  in 
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the  event  of  a  fire  that  takes  out  either  the 
Train  A  or  Train  B  instrumentation. 

Currently,  transmitter  B21'LT-N026A  feeds 
the  remote  shutdown  panel,  and  transmitter 
B21-LT-N026B  feeds  the  control  room. 
Commitments  associated  with  compliance 
with  10  CFR  Part  50,  Appendix  R,  Action 
IIl.G  requires  that  Train  A  feed  the  control 
room  and  Train  B  feed  the  remote  shutdown 
panel.  This  is  to  ensure  that  in  the  event  of  a 
fire  that  takes  out  Train  A,  there  will  be 
indication  to  the  remote  shutdown  panel  from 
Train  B,  and  in  a  fire  that  takes  out  Train  B, 
there  will  be  indication  to  the  control  room 
from  Train  A.  Thus,  the  proposed  amendment 
does  not  involve  a  significant  reduction  in  the 
margin  of  safety. 

Based  on  the  above  reasoning,  the 
licensee  has  determined  that  the 
proposed  changes  involve  no  significant 
hazards  consideration.  The  NRC  staff 
has  reviewed  the  licensee’s  no 
significant  hazards  consideration 
determination  and  agrees  with  the 
licensee’s  analysis.  Accordingly,  the 
Commission  proposes  to  determine  that 
the  requested  amendment  does  not 
involve  a  significant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location;  University  of  North  Carolina  at 
Wilmington,  William  Madison  Randall 
Library,  601  S.  College  Road, 

Wilmington,  North  Carolina  28403-3297, 

Attorney  for  licensee:  R.  E.  Jones, 
General  Counsel,  Carolina  Power  & 

Light  Company,  P.  O.  Box  1551,  Raleigh, 
North  Carolina  27602 

NRC  Project  Director:  Elinor  G. 
Adensam 

Carolina  Power  &  Light  Company  et  aL, 
Docket  No.  50-325,  Brunswick  Steam 
Electric  Plant,  Unit  No.  1,  Brunswick 
County,  North  Carolina 

Date  of  application  for  amendment: 
June  27, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
The  proposed  amendment  would  change 
Technical  Specification  (TS)  Tables 
3.3.5.6-1,  3.3.5.6-2  and  4.3.5.6-1  to  replace 
instrument  tag  number  TS-CR-863  with 
TS-CIT-863-3.  This  change  is  needed  as 
a  result  of  planned  upgrading  of 
instnimentation  during  the  Brunswick 
Steam  Electric  Plant,  Unit  1,  refueling 
outage  of  November  1988.  Item  2  in  each 
of  the  above  tabfes  lists  chloride  leak 
detection  instrumentation  in  the 
condensate  pump  discharge.  This 
instrumentation  provides  indication  of 
chloride  intrusion  in  the  feedwater  and 
condensate  systems.  Chlorides  pose  a 
long-term  threat  to  the  integrity  of 
stainless  steel  piping  systems.  The 
change  is  necessary  due  to  a  plant 
modification  that  will  replace  the 
instrument  represented  by  TS-CR-863-3 
with  an  upgraded  conductivity  cell  and 
analyzer  represented  by  tag  number  TS- 


Cn’-863-3.  The  upgraded  components 
are  capable  of  detecting  and 
compensating  for  temperature  transients 
that  may  occur  in  the  sample  being 
analyzed.  The  new  conductivity 
analyzer  will  provide  a  direct  and 
continuous  reading  without  relying  on  a 
recorder,  and  will  also  provide  an 
output  to  a  recorder  for  trending 
purposes. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 

The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a  no 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92(c).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license 
involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee  has  determined  that: 

1.  The  accidents  analyzed  in  Chapter  15  of 
the  Updated  FSAR  are  not  affected  by  the 
chloride  leak  detection  instrumentation 
change  because  the  function  of  the 
instrument  is  not  altered  and  the  chloride 
limits  established  in  TS  3/4  4.4  are  not  being 
changed.  In  addition,  the  new  instruments 
being  installed  are  capable  of  detecting  and 
compensating  for  temperature  transients 
which  may  occur  in  the  sample  being 
analyzed.  The  current  system  requires 
additional  data  processing  to  achieve  the 
same  results.  Based  on  this  reasoning,  CP&L 
has  determined  that  the  proposed 
amendment  does  not  involve  a  significant 
increase  in  the  probability  or  consequences 
of  an  accident  previously  evaluated. 

2.  As  stated  above,  the  chloride  leak 
detection  instrumentation  provides  protection 
from  long-term  piping  degradation  in  the 
feedwater  and  condensate  systems  caused  by 
chloride  intrusion.  No  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident  is  created  because 
the  new  instruments  perform  the  same  basic 
function  as  the  ones  they  are  replacing.  Also, 
the  reactor  coolant  system  chloride  limits 
established  in  TS  3/4.4.4  are  not  being 
changed.  The  new  instrument  has  enhanced 
capabilities;  it  processes  the  data  into  a  more 
useful  form  prior  to  readout.  Based  on  the 
above  reasoning,  CP&L  has  determined  that 
the  proposed  amendment  does  not  create  the 
possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated. 

3.  The  margin  of  safety  is  not  reduced 
because,  as  stated  above,  the  new 
instruments  perform  the  same  basic  function 
as  the  ones  they  are  replacing  and  the 
chloride  limits  established  in  TS  3/4.4.4  are 
not  being  changed.  In  fact,  the  new 
instruments  have  enhanced  capabilities 
which  may  provide  the  user  with  better  data, 
thereby  providing  earlier  indication  of 


chloride  intrusion,  and  perhaps  avoiding 
long-term  problems  with  pipe  degradation 
due  to  chloride  intrusion.  Based  on  this 
reasoning,  CP&L  has  determined  that  the 
proposed  amendment  does  not  involve  a 
significant  reduction  in  the  margin  of  safety. 

Based  on  the  above  reasoning,  the 
licensee  has  determined  that  the 
proposed  changes  involve  no  significant 
hazards  consideration.  'The  NRC  staff 
has  reviewed  the  licensee’s  no 
significant  hazards  consideration 
determination  and  agrees  with  the 
licensee’s  analysis.  Accordingly,  the 
Commission  proposes  to  determine  that 
the  requested  amendment  does  not 
involve  a  significant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  University  of  North  Carolina  at 
Wilmington,  William  Madison  Randall 
Library,  601  S.  College  Road. 

Wilmington,  North  Carolina  28403-3297. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  R.  E.  Jones, 
General  Counsel,  Carolina  Power  & 

Light  Company,  P.  O.  Box  1551,  Raleigh, 
North  Carolina  27602 
NRC  Project  Director:  Elinor  G. 
Adensam 

Commonwealth  Edison  Company, 

Docket  Nos.  50-456  and  50-457, 
Braidwood  Station,  Unit  Nos.  1  and  2, 
Will  County,  Illinois 

Date  of  application  for  amendments: 
November  26, 1986  and  January  14, 1988 
Description  of  amendments  request: 

In  accordance  with  the  requirements  of 
10  CFR  73.55,  the  licensee  submitted  an 
amendment  to  the  Braidwood  Nuclear 
Power  Station  Security  Plan  to  reflect 
recent  changes  to  that  regulation.  The 
proposed  amendment  would  modify 
paragraph  2.F  of  Facility  Operating 
License  Nos.  NPF-72  and  NPF-77  to 
require  compliance  with  the  revised 
plan. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 

On  August  4, 1986  (51  FR  27817  and 
27822),  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  amended  Part  73  of  its 
regulations,  “Physical  Protection  and 
Plants  and  Materials,’’  to  clarify  plant 
security  requirements  to  afford  and 
increased  assurance  of  plant  safety.  The 
amended  regulations  required  that  each 
nuclear  power  reactor  licensee  submit 
proposed  amendments  to  its  security 
plan  to  implement  the  revised  provisions 
of  10  CFR  73.55.  The  licensee  submitted 
its  revised  plan  on  November  26, 1986 
and  January  14, 1988,  to  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  the  amended 
regulations.  The  Commission  proposes 
to  amend  the  license  to  reference  the 
revised  plan. 
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In  the  Supplementary  Materials 
accompanying  the  amended  regulations, 
the  Commission  indicated  that  it  was 
amending  its  regulations  “to  provide  a 
more  safety  conscious  safeguards 
system  while  maintaining  the  current 
levels  of  protection”  and  that  the 
“Commission  believes  that  the 
clarincation  and  refinement  of 
requirements  as  reflected  in  these 
amendments  are  appropriate  because 
they  afford  an  increased  assurance  of 
plant  safety.” 

The  Commission  has  provided 
guidance  concerning  the  application  of 
the  criteria  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
by  providing  certain  examples  of  actions 
involving  no  significant  hazards 
considerations  and  examples  of  actions 
involving  signiflcant  hazards 
consideration  (51  FR  7750).  One  of  these 
examples  of  actions  involving  no 
significant  hazards  considerations  is 
example  (vii)  “a  change  to  conform  a 
license  to  changes  in  the  regulations, 
where  the  license  change  results  in  very 
minor  changes  to  facility  operations 
clearly  in  keeping  with  the  regulations.” 
The  changes  in  this  case  fall  within  the 
scope  of  the  example.  For  the  foregoing 
reasons,  the  Commission  proposes  to 
determine  that  the  proposed  amendment 
involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Wilmington  Township  Public 
Library,  201  S.  Kankakee  Street, 
Wilmington,  Illinois  €0481. 

Attorney  to  licensee:  Michael  Miller, 
Esquire;  Sidley  and  Austin.  One  First 
National  Plaza,  Chicago,  Illinois  60603. 

NRC  Project  Director:  Daniel  R. 

Muller 

Commonwealth  Edison  Company, 
Docket  No.  50-374,  LaSalle  County 
Station,  Unit  2,  LaSalle  County,  Illinois 

Date  of  application  for  amendment 
September  14, 1988 

Brief  description  of  amendment  The 
proposed  amendment  to  Operating 
License  No.  NPF-18  would  revise  the 
LaSalle  Unit  2  Technical  Specifications 
in  support  of  the  second  reload  for 
LaSalle  Unit  2.  Startup  for  Cycle  3  is 
currently  scheduled  for  january  1989. 
The  proposed  reload  fuel  and  analyses 
including  the  previously  approved 
SAFER/ GESTR-LOCA  Loss-of-Coolant 
Accident  (LOCA)  Analysis  are  changes 
resulting  from  analyses  performed  to 
expand  the  operating  region  and  allow 
equipment  out-of-service  and  changes 
that  are  administrative  or  provide 
clariHcation.  The  proposed  changes  for 
LaSalle  Unit  2  are  identical  to  those 
previously  submitted  and  approved  for 
use  at  LaSalle  Unit  1,  except  for  minor 


calculation  differences  in  the  results  for 
transient  analyses  and  include; 

1.  Provision  for  operation  in  the 
expanded  operating  domain  including 
revised  APRM  and  RBM  setpoint 
changes  incorporated  using  standard 
and  previously  approved  methodology. 

2.  Use  of  extended  bumup  fuel  (GE 
8x8EB)  with  increased  LHGR  limit  of 
14.4  Kw/ft. 

3.  Use  of  improved  transient  and 
LOCA  analysis  methods  which  allow 
use  of  a  lower  tau-B  value  in 
determinii^  the  MCPR  operating  limit  as 
a  function  of  scram  time,  and  deletion  of 
the  single  loop  MAPLHGR  limit 
multipUer  of  0.85. 

4.  I^ovision  for  operation  with  certain 
equipment  inoperable  or  out  of  service. 
Specifically,  one  of  the  following 
systems  or  components  may  be  out  of 
service  when  die  appropriate  Technical 
Specification  Actions  are  satisHed: 

a.  Turbine  Bypass  System 

b.  End-of-Cycle  Recirculation  Pump 
Trip  (EOC-RPT) 

c.  ^e  Safety  Relief  Valve  (SRV) 

d.  Feedwater  Heaters 

5.  Several  changes  for  clariBcation  or 
administrative  purposes  were  proposed 
including; 

a.  Deletion  of  GEXL  correlation  and 
GETAB  statistical  model  in  the  bases  of 
the  safety  limit  section. 

b.  Revision  to  the  Control  Rod 
Program  Controls  Technical 
Specification  to  require  the  RWM  to  be 
demonstrated  operable  in  Operational 
Condition  1,  prior  to  reaching  20% 
power,  when  reducing  thermal  power. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  no 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92(c).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  widi  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  fi«m 
an  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee  has  determined,  and  the 
NRC  staff  agrees,  that  the  proposed 
amendment  will  not: 

1.  Involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an 
accident  previously  evaluated  because 
the  use  of  the  proposed  operating  limits 
is  specifically  analyzed  to  ensure  that 
the  input  assumptions  of  aU  existing 
transient  and  accident  analyses  remain 
valid.  These  analyses  are  performed 


using  a  methodology  which  has  received 
review  and  approval  for  other  similar 
plants  including  LaSalle  Unit  1.  The 
Technical  Specification  Actions 
included  in  the  proposed  revisions  do 
not  significantly  affect  the  probability  of 
an  accident  previously  analyzed 
because  the  required  time  intervals  for 
corrective  action  are  consistent  with  the 
existing  specifications. 

2.  Create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident  from  any 
accident  previously  evaluated  because 
the  proposed  MCRl,  MAPLHGR,  and 
LHGR  limits  represent  limitations  on 
reactor  operating  state  which  do  not 
directly  affect  the  operation,  or  function 
of  any  system  or  component.  As  a  result, 
there  is  no  impact  on  or  addition  of  any 
systems  or  equipment  whose  failure 
could  initiate  an  accident.  The  proposed 
operating  domain  is  evaluated  to  retain 
the  originally  required  design  margins  to 
system  integrity  during  normal 
operation,  transients  and  accidents  and 
therefore,  do  not  cause  significant  new 
loads  or  stresses  on  mechanical  systems 
or  boundaries.  The  proposed  allowances 
for  operating  with  prescribed  equipment 
inoperable  or  out-of -service  do  not 
cause  physical  changes  to  any  systems 
and  therefore  do  not  induce  new  failure 
modes. 

3.  Involve  a  significant  reduction  in 
the  margin  of  safety  because  no  changes 
to  safety  limits  protective  system  logic 
or  design  are  involved.  The  analyses 
used  to  evaluate  reactor  and  system 
performance  are  performed  using 
standard  methods  and  the  calculated 
operating  limits  maintain  conservative 
margin  to  safety  limits  to  accommodate 
the  anticipated  performance  during 
transients  and  accidents.  Changes 
which  are  administrative  in  nature  do 
not  affect  the  operating  limits  of  the 
plant  or  the  consequences  of  analyzed 
transients. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Public  Library  of  Illinois, 

Valley  Community  College,  Rural  Route 
No.  1,  Oglesby,  Illinois  61348. 

Attorney  to  licensee:  Michael  Miller, 
Esq.,  Sidley  and  Austin,  One  First 
National  Plaza,  Chicago,  Illinois  60603 

NRC  Project  Director:  Daniel  R. 

Muller 

Commonwealth  Edison  Company 
(CECo),  Docket  No.  50-265,  Quad  Cities 
Nuclear  Power  Station,  Unit  2,  Rock 
Island  County,  Illinois 

Date  of  application  for  amendments: 
July  7, 1988 

Description  of  amendments  request: 
There  are  two  changes  associated  with 
the  proposed  license  amendment.  The 
first  change  results  from  the  completion 
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of  a  Unit  2  Detailed  Control  Room 
Design  Review  (DCRDR)  Human  Factors 
modiHcation  which  resulted  in  the 
relocation  of  the  drywell  temperature 
indicator  h-om  the  902-21  (back)  panel  to 
the  902-3  (h'ont)  panel.  Such  a  change 
would  be  incorporated  into  Technical 
Specifications  (TS)  Table  3.2-4  and  4.2-2 
of  DPR-30.  The  remaining  proposed 
changes  would  correct  typographical 
errors  associated  with  the  same  TS 
tables. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists. 
As  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92(c).  a  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  signibcant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not;  (1)  involve  a 
signiHcant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated,  (2)  create  the  possibility  of  a 
new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated,  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety.  Pursuant  to  10  CFR 
50.91(a)  the  licensee  has  provided  the 
following  evaluation  of  their  amendment 
application  addressing  these  three 
standards. 

CECo  has  evaluated  the  proposed 
Technical  Specifications  changes  and 
determined  that  they  do  not  present  a 
significant  hazards  consideration.  Based 
on  the  criteria  for  defining  a  significant 
hazards  consideration  established  in  10 
CFR  50.92(c),  operation  of  QCNPS  in 
accordance  with  the  proposed  changes: 

(1)  Will  not  involve  a  significant 
increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated  because  only  the  location  of 
the  drywell  temperature  indication  has 
been  changed  (from  the  back  to  the  front 
panel)  in  the  Control  Room.  This  is  an 
enhancement  over  the  previous  location 
to  make  it  more  observable  for 
operators.  Functions  and  range  of  the 
drywell  instrument  remain  the  same. 
This  modification  was  considered  to  be 
a  change  in  the  conservative  direction. 

(2)  Will  not  create  the  possibility  of  a 
new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated 
because  there  were  no  hardware 
changes  (addition  or  deletion  of 
equipment)  per-se,  nor  are  there  any 
new  modes  of  operation  associated  with 
this  amendment.  The  changes  to  Tables 
3.2-4  and  4.2-4  reflect  changes  to 
equipment  (instrumentation)  location 
only. 

(3)  Will  not  involve  a  significant 
reduction  in  the  margin  of  safety 
because  revising  an  instrument  location 


readout  in  the  control  room  does  not 
adversely  affect  the  operation  of  any 
plant  systems.  Therefore,  the  margin  of 
safety  has  not  been  unchanged  as  a 
result  of  this  change. 

The  NRC  staff  has  reviewed  the 
licensee’s  evaluation  related  to  the 
proposed  changes  and  concurs  with 
their  conclusions. 

In  addition,  administrative  and 
editorial  TS  changes  are  considered 
representative  of  example  (i)  in  the 
Commission’s  guidance  (51  ra  7751)  for 
examples  of  no  significant  hazards, 
which  is  defined  as  “a  purely 
administrative  change  to  'TS;  for 
example  a  change  to  achieve 
consistency  throughout  the  Technical 
Specification,  correction  of  an  error,  or 
change  in  nomenclature.” 

Therefore  the  NRC  staff  proposes  to 
determine  that  this  amendment  request 
does  not  involve  significant  hazards 
considerations  based  upon  a 
preliminary  review  of  the  application, 
the  licensee’s  evaluation  of  no 
significant  hazards,  and  NRC  guidance. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Dixon  Public  Library,  221 
Hennepin  Avenue,  Dixon,  Illinois  61021. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Michael  1. 
Miller,  Esquire;  Sidley  and  Austin,  One 
First  National  Plaza,  Chicago,  Illinois 
60603. 

NRC  Project  Director:  Daniel  R. 

Muller 

Commonwealth  Edison  Company, 
Docket  Nos.  50-254  and  50-265,  Quad 
Cities  Nuclear  Power  Station,  Units  1 
and  2,  Rock  Island  County,  Illinois 

Date  of  application  for  amendments: 
October  5, 1988 

Description  of  amendments  request: 
This  amendment  would  delete  Figure 
6.1-1,  ’Corporate  Organization,”  and 
Figure  6.1-2,  “Station  Organization,” 
from  the  Technical  Specifications  (TS) 
and  would  revise  Section  6  to  require 
inclusion  of  these  organization  charts  in 
the  QA  Topical  Report.  However,  the 
NRC  will  continue  to  be  notified  of 
licensee  organization  changes  through 
other  regulatory  controls.  In  accordance 
with  10  CFR  50.34(b)(6)(i),  the 
applicant’s  organizational  structure  is 
required  to  be  included  in  the  Final 
Safety  Analysis  Report  (FSAR).  Chapter 
13  of  the  FSAR  provides  a  description  of 
the  station  organization  and  a  detailed 
organization  chart.  Updates  to  the  FSAR 
are  required  by  10  CFR  50.71(e)  to  be 
submitted  annually  to  the  NRC.  Even 
though  Figures  6.1-1  and  6.1-2  would  be 
deleted  from  TS,  Section  6  of  the  TS 
would  be  revised  to  require  inclusion  of 
these  organization  charts  in  the  CECo 
QA  Topical.  Whereupon,  Appendix  B  to 


will  govern  any  changes  made  to  the 
organization  as  it  is  described  in  the 
Quality  Assurance  (QA)  Program. 
Finally,  it  is  CECo’s  normal  practice  to 
inform  the  NRC  of  organizational 
changes  affecting  their  nuclear  facilities 
prior  to  implementation. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  in  10  CFR  50.92(c)  for 
determining  whether  a  significant 
hazards  consideration  exists.  A 
proposed  amendment  to  an  Operating 
License  for  a  facility  involves  no 
significant  hazards  consideration  if 
operation  of  the  facility  in  accordance 
with  the  proposed  amendment  would 
not:  (1)  involve  a  significant  increase  in 
the  probability  or  consequences  of  an 
accident  previously  evaluated,  (2) 
involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  of  a  new  or  di^erent  kind  of 
accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated,  or  (3)  involve  a  significant 
reduction  in  a  margin  of  safety.  CECo 
evaluated  the  proposed  TS  changes  and 
determined,  and  the  NRC  staff  agrees 
that: 

(1)  The  proposed  amendment  does  not 
involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an 
accident  previously  evaluated  because 
deletion  of  the  organization  charts  from 
the  TS  does  not  affect  plant  operation, 
nor  does  it  involve  any  physical 
modification  of  the  plant.  Furthermore, 
the  aforementioned  administrative  and 
regulatory  controls  remain  in  force  to 
ensure  that  organizational  changes  are 
reviewed  by  the  NRC. 

(2)  'The  proposed  amendment  does  not 
create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident  than 
previously  evaluated  because  the 
proposed  change  is  administrative  in 
nature;  and  does  not  physically  alter 
any  systems  or  components,  or  the  way 
they  are  operated. 

(3)  The  proposed  amendment  does  not 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety  because  CECo  through 
its  Quality  Assurance  programs,  and  its 
commitment  to  maintain  only  qualified 
personnel  in  positions  of  responsibility, 
and  other  required  controls,  assures  that 
safety-related  operations  will  be 
performed  at  a  high  level  of  competence. 
Futhermore,  this  amendment  does  not 
change  any  setpoints  or  operating 
parameters.  Consequently,  removal  of 
organization  charts  from  the  Technical 
Specifications  will  not  affect  the  margin 
of  safety.  The  NRC  staff  has  reviewed 
the  licensee’s  evaluation  related  to  the 
proposed  changes  and  concurs  with 
their  conclusions. 


10  CFR  Part  50,  and  10  CFR  50.4(b)(7), 
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In  addition,  the  associated  editorial 
TS  changes  proposed  by  CECo  are 
considered  representative  of  example  (i) 
in  the  Commission’s  guidance  (51  HI 
7751)  for  examples  of  no  significant 
hazards,  which  is  defined  as  “a  purely 
administrative  change  to  TS;  for 
example  a  change  to  achieve 
consistency  throughout  the  Technical 
Specifications,  correction  of  an  error,  or 
change  in  nomenclature.” 

Therefore  the  NRC  staff  proposes  to 
determine  that  this  amendment  request 
does  not  involve  significant  hazards 
considerations  based  upon  a 
preliminary  review  of  the  application, 
the  licensee's  evaluation  of  no 
significant  hazards,  and  NRC  guidance. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Dixon  Public  Library,  221 
Hennepin  Avenue,  Dixon,  Illinois  61021. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Michael  I. 

Miller,  Esquire;  Sidley  and  Austin,  One 
First  National  naza,  Chicago,  Illinois 
60603. 

NRC  Project  Director  Daniel  R. 

Muller 

Duke  Power  Company,  et  al.,  Docket 
Nos.  50-413  and  50-414,  Catawba 
Nuclear  Station,  Units  1  and  2,  York 
County,  South  Carolina 

Date  of  amendment  request-  July  26, 
1988 

Description  of  amendment  request 
The  proposed  amendment  would  revise 
Technical  Specification  (TS)  3/4.7.6  to 
clarify  the  emeigency  power 
requirements  for  the  Control  Room  Area 
Ventilation  System.  The  word  “train”  is 
substituted  for  the  word  “system”  where 
reference  is  made  to  one  of  the  two 
independent  trains  which  comprise  the 
ventilation  system  for  the  control  room 
area  shared  by  the  two  Catawba  units. 
Also,  TS  3/4.7.6  and  its  Bases  are 
revised  to  eliminate  the  possibility  of 
misinterpreting  the  existing  TS 
requirements  for  diesel  generator  (D/G) 
operability  when  one  or  both  Catawba 
units  are  shutdown. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
(10  CFR  50.92(c)).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 


The  licensee,  in  its  submittal  of  July 
26, 1988,  provided  the  following 
discussion  and  analysis  with  regard  to 
the  three  10  CFR  50.92  standards: 

The  Control  Room  Area  Ventilation  (VC) 
and  Chilled  Water  (YC)  Systems  combine  to 
form  one  system  which  is  designed  to 
maintain  a  suitable  environment  in  the 
following  plant  areas  at  all  times;  Control 
Room,  Cable  Room.  Battery  Room, 

Switchgear  Rooms,  Motor  Control  Center 
Rooms,  and  the  Electrical  Penetration  Rooms 
at  elevation  594+0.  The  VC/YC  System  is 
shared  between  both  Units.  There  are  two 
100%  redundant  trains  of  VC/YC  equipment. 
Each  is  capable  of  being  powered  by  Unit  1 
or  Unit  2  Essential  Auxiliary  Power,  but 
under  normal  conditions  both  trains  are 
aligned  to  Unit  1.  Two  diesel  generators  (D/ 
Gs)  are  provided  per  Unit  to  energize  the 
Essential  Auxiliary  Power  buses  during 
emergency  conditions. 

Technical  Specification  3.7.6  specifies  that 
two  independent  trains  of  VC/YC  shall  be 
Operable  during  all  irrational  modes.  If  one 
train  becomes  Inoperable  while  either  Unit  is 
in  Mode  4,  Hot  Shutdown,  or  above,  the 
Inoperable  train  must  be  restored  to 
Operable  status  within  seven  days,  or  the 
operating  Units  must  be  shutdown.  If  both 
Units  are  below  Mode  4  and  one  train  is 
Inoperable,  the  train  must  be  restored  to 
Operable  status  within  seven  days  or  the 
Operable  train  must  be  operated  in  the  filter 
mode.  If  both  trains  are  Inoperable,  or  with 
the  Operable  train  not  capable  of  being 
powered  by  an  Operable  emergency  power 
source,  all  core  alterations  and  positive 
reactivity  changes  must  be  suspended  on 
both  Units.  The  requirement  for  an  Operable 
emergency  power  source  is  only  specifically 
stated  for  Units  operating  below  Mode  4. 
However,  die  bases  for  Technical 
Specification  3.7.6  states  that  the  operability 
of  VC/YC  ensures  that  ambient  air 
temperature  does  not  exceed  allowable  limits 
for  equipment  and  instrumentation,  and  the 
Control  Rotnn  will  remain  habitable,  during 
and  following  all  credible  accident 
conditions.  This  implies  that  an  Operable 
emergency  power  supply  should  be  a 
prerequisite  to  VC/YC  operability  in  all 
modes. 

Technical  Specification  3.8.1.1  specifies  for 
eadi  individual  Unit  that  two  separate  and 
independent  D/Cs  are  required  to  be 
Operable  per  Unit  if  the  Unit  is  in  Mode  4,  or 
above.  Below  Mode  4,  Technical 
Specification  3.8.1.2  applies  and  only  one  D/ 

G  is  required  Operable  per  Unit  Action 
Statement  c.  for  Technical  Specification 
3.8.1.1  specifies  diat  when  one  D/G  becomes 
Inoperable,  all  required  systems  (or  trains) 
that  depend  on  the  remaining  Operable  D/G 
as  a  source  of  emergency  power,  must  be 
verified  Operable  within  two  hours,  or  the 
Unit  must  be  shutdown.  This  is  intended  to 
provide  assurance  that  a  loss  of  offsite  power 
event,  while  one  D/G  is  Inoperable,  will  not 
result  in  a  complete  loss  of  safety  function  of 
critical  systems,  it  is  also  the  reason 
Technical  Specification  3.7.6  does  not 
specifically  require  that  VC/YC  have  an 
Operable  emergency  power  source  in  Mode  4, 
or  above.  This  action  statement  is  deficient 
with  respect  to  VC/YC  because  VC/YC  is  a 


Unit  shared  system,  and  Technical 
Specification  3.8.1. 1  applies  only  to  individual 
Units.  In  order  for  VC/YC  operability  to  be 
protected  by  this  Action  Statement,  the  D/G 
must  become  Inoperable  while  the  Unit  is  in 
Mode  4,  or  above.  There  is  no  such  Action 
Statement  in  Technical  Specification  3.8.1.2 
since  only  one  D/G  is  required  Operable,  and 
the  Unit  is  already  shut  down. 

This  amendment  request  would  remove  the 
ambiguity  as  to  the  emergency  power  source 
requirements  for  the  VC  System  by  stating 
the  requirements  in  the  VC  System  Technical 
Specification. 

To'clarify  the  requirements  the 
Specification  is  to  be  split  into  two  separate 
Specifications.  The  first  Specification 
(Technical  Specification  3.7.6.1)  would  state 
the  requirements  for  the  VC  System  when 
either  unit  is  in  Modes  1, 2, 3  or  4.  This 
Specification  will  now  specifically  require 
that  each  train  of  the  VC  System  be  capable 
of  being  powered  by  an  Operable  emergency 
power  source  whenever  either  unit  is  in  Mode 
1,  2,  3  or  4.  This  will  alleviate  the  confusion 
which  is  currently  contained  in  the 
Specification  as  to  the  emergency  power 
source  requirements  when  one  unit  is  in 
Modes  1,  2,  3  or  4  and  the  other  unit  is  in 
Modes  5  or  6. 

Technical  ^ecification  3.7.6.2  is  being 
proposed  to  clearly  state  the  VC  System 
requirements  when  both  units  are  in  Modes  5 
or  6. 

The  proposed  changes  to  the  VC  System 
Specification  will  also  specify  that  the 
requirements  are  to  be  performed  on  a  per 
train  basis.  The  VC  System  is  comprised  of 
two  independent  and  redundant  trains.  The 
current  wording  is  that  which  appears  in  the 
Standard  Technical  Specification  and  should 
be  changed  to  more  clearly  reflect  what  is  in 
place  at  Catawba. 

These  proposed  changes  will  add 
clarification  to  the  requirements  of  the  VC 
System  Specification.  The  changes  will  not 
delete  any  current  requirements  or  operating 
restrictions  contained  in  the  Specifications 
and  will  not  allow  the  plant  to  be  operated  in 
any  different  mode  or  configuration.  As  such, 
these  changes  are  considered  to  be 
administrative  in  nature  and  do  not  involve 
any  Significant  Hazards  Considerations. 

The  proposed  amendment  does  not  involve 
an  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  any  previously  evaluated 
accident.  The  operating  parameters  and  the 
design  of  the  VC  System  are  unchanged  and 
no  new  modes  of  operation  will  be 
introduced  by  this  amendment  request.  All 
previous  accident  analyses  are  still 
applicable  and  remain  imchanged  by  this 
proposal. 

The  proposed  amendment  does  not  create 
the  possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated.  The  proposed  changes  will  not 
change  the  design  or  allowed  modes  of 
operation  of  the  VC  System.  As  such,  no  new 
failure  modes  are  introduced  and  no  new 
types  of  accidents  are  possible. 

The  proposed  amendment  does  not  involve 
a  significant  reduction  in  a  margin  of  safety. 
These  changes  will  add  clarification  to  the 
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existing  Specification  without  changing  any 
of  the  current  requirements. 

For  the  above  reasons,  Duke  Power 
concludes  that  this  proposed  amendment 
does  not  involve  any  Significant  Hazards 
Considerations. 

The  staff  has  reviewed  the  proposed 
changes  to  TS  3  f  4.7.6,  and  agrees  with 
the  licensee's  evaluation  of  each  of 
these  changes  with  respect  to  the  three 
standards  of  10  CFR  50.92. 

On  this  basis,  the  Commission  has 
concluded  that  the  requested  changes 
meet  the  three  standards  and,  therefore, 
has  made  a  proposed  determination  that 
the  amendment  application  does  not 
involve  a  signiHcant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location;  York  County  Library,  138  East 
Black  Street,  Rock  Hill,  South  Carolina 
29730 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Mr.  Albert  Carr, 
Duke  Power  Company,  422  South 
Church  Street,  Charlotte,  North  Carolina 
28242 

NRC  Project  Director.  David  B. 
Matthews 

Duke  Power  Company,  et  al..  Docket 
Nos.  50-413  and  50-414,  Catawba 
Nuclear  Station,  Units  1  and  2,  York 
County,  South  Carolina 

Date  of  amendment  request:  October 
6, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request; 

The  proposed  amendments  would  revise 
Technical  Specification  (TS)  Table  3.3-3, 
Item  14.g.,  to  reflect  a  proposed 
modification  to  the  pmnphouse  pit  level 
instrumentation  of  Ae  Nuclear  Service 
Water  (RN)  System.  The  system  is 
designed  to  supply  cooling  water  to 
various  heat  loads  in  both  the  safety 
and  non-safety  portions  of  each  unit. 
This  modification  would  change  the 
swapover  logic  of  the  RN  system. 

There  are  currently  four  level 
transmitters  per  pit  at  the  RN 
pumphouse.  Two  are  safety-related  and 
two  are  not  safety-related.  The 
modification  will  upgrade  1  out  of  the  2 
non-safety  level  transmitters  per  pit  to 
safety  grade.  This  would  accommodate 
a  2  out  of  3  logic  instead  of  the  present  1 
out  of  2  logic.  Past  experience  has 
shown  that  a  single  spurious  failure  to 
the  "low"  position  of  one  level 
transmitter  can  initiate  a  swapover 
when  there  is  an  adequate  water  level  in 
the  RN  pits.  Inadvertently  challenging 
the  system  with  numerous  valves 
changing  position  and  starting  all  RN 
pumps  is  unnecessary  and  reduces  the 
reliability  of  the  system. 

The  failure  mode  of  all  the  safety 
grade  level  transmitters  is  the  same. 
They  fail  low  on  loss  of  power.  This  is 
desirable  in  order  to  realign  suction 


from  Lake  Wylie  to  the  Standby  Nuclear 
Service  Water  Pond  (SNSWP)  which  is 
the  ultimate  heat  sink. 

The  proposed  amendments  would  also 
temporarily  waive  the  requirements  of 
the  Action  Statement  for  Item  14.g.  in 
Table  3.3-3,  for  48  hours  per  pit  on  a  one 
time  basis  in  order  to  allow  orderly 
implementation  of  this  modification. 
During  this  time  at  least  one  RN  pit  will 
be  available.  The  48  hours  is  needed  for 
implementation  of  the  modification  on 
each  pit  separately.  Diu-ing  this  period, 
the  pit  will  be  inoperable  only  from  the 
standpoint  of  automatic  realignment  to 
the  SNSWP  from  its  normal  supply  if 
low  level  is  sensed  in  the  affected  pit 
All  necessary  automatic  functions 
would  still  occur  in  the  opposite  pit  The 
only  automatic  valve  actuation  which  is 
activated  by  train  specific  pit  level 
instrumentation  is  the  loop  cross-over 
isolation  valves.  Closure  of  these  valves 
is  only  required  in  the  event  of  design 
basis  accident  accompanied  by  a  failure 
of  a  pit  supply  valve  to  open  when  an 
emergency  diesel  generator  or  nuclear 
service  water  pump  is  out-of-service  for 
extended  maintenance.  All  four  diesel 
generators  and  nuclear  service  water 
pumps  will  be  maintained  in  an 
operable  status  for  the  duration  of  the 
requested  48  hour  period.  Therefore,  the 
RN  system  would  be  capable  of 
performing  its  design  function  during 
any  design  basis  event,  including  any 
concurrent  postulated  single  failure, 
throughout  the  requested  48  hour  period. 

In  a  letter  to  Duke  Power  Company 
dated  September  30, 1987,  the  NRC  stafr 
noted  that  this  proposed  modification 
would  improve  the  overall  reliability  of 
the  RN  System. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
(10  CFR  Part  50.92(c)).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
considerations  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possiblity  of 
new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated:  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  proposed  amendments  do  not 
involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an 
accident  previously  evaluated  because 
the  proposed  modification  would 
increase  the  reliability  of  the  RN  system 
by  eliminating  unnecessary  actuations 
of  the  swapover  instrumentation  and 


components,  and  during  implementation 
of  the  modification  the  system  would  be 
capable  of  performing  its  intended 
function  during  any  design  basis  event. 

The  proposed  amendments  do  not 
create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident  from  any 
accident  previously  evaluated  because 
the  RN  system  design  basis  would  not 
be  changed  as  a  result  of  this 
modification,  and  the  proposed 
modification  would  improve  the 
reliability  of  the  system. 

The  proposed  amendments  do  not 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety  because  the 
modification  would  enhance  the 
reliability  of  the  RN  system  by 
decreasing  the  likelihood  of  inadvertent 
actuations,  and  during  implementation 
of  the  modification  the  RN  system 
would  be  capable  of  performing  its 
intended  function  during  any  design 
basis  event. 

Accordingly,  the  Commission  has 
concluded  that  the  requested  changes 
meet  the  three  standards  and,  therefore, 
has  made  a  proposed  determination  that 
the  requested  license  amendments  do 
not  involve  a  significant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  York  County  Library,  138  East 
Black  Street,  Rock  HUL  South  Carolina 
29730 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Mr.  Albert  Carr, 
Duke  Power  Company,  422  South 
Church  Street,  Charlotte,  North  Carolina 
28242 

NRC  Project  Director  David  B. 
Matthews 

Duke  Power  Company,  et  al..  Docket 
Nos.  50-413  and  50-414,  Catawba 
Nuclear  Station,  Units  1  and  2,  York 
County,  South  Carolina 

Date  of  amendment  request  October 
7,1988 

Description  of  amendment  request 
The  proposed  amendment  would  revise 
Section  6.2  "Organization”  of  the 
Technical  Specifications  (TS)  to  delete 
the  offsite  and  onsite  organization 
charts.  Figures  6.2-1  and  6.2-2.  In  place 
of  the  charts,  the  revision  would  add 
general  requirements  which  capture  the 
essential  features  of  the  organizational 
structure  that  are  defined  by  the  existing 
organization  charts. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
(10  CFR  50.92(c)).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
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in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
signiHcant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated:  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee,  in  its  submittal  of 
October  7, 1988,  provided  the  following 
discussion  and  analysis  with  regard  to 
the  three  10  CFR  50.92  standards: 

This  proposed  amendment  would 
incorporate  the  guidance  contained  in  the 
NRC's  Generic  Letter  86-06,  dated  March  22, 
1988.  The  Generic  Letter  provided  for  deletion 
of  the  organization  charts  contained  within 
Section  6  of  the  Technical  Specifications 
provided  certain  statements  be  added  to 
cover  particular  administrative  control 
requirements. 

This  proposed  amendment  has  been 
developed  based  on  the  Generic  Letter 
guidance. 

The  NRG  Staff  concluded  and  Duke  Power 
concurs  that  the  removal  of  organization 
charts  from  the  Technical  Specifications  will 
provide  greater  flexibility  to  implement 
changes  in  organization  structure  but  will  not 
reduce  plant  safety. 

The  proposed  amendment  does  not  involve 
an  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  any  previously  evaluated 
accident.  This  amendment  is  administrative 
in  nature  and  does  not  change  the  design  or 
operation  of  the  facility.  The  accident 
analyses  are  therefore  unaffected  by  this 
proposal. 

The  proposed  amendment  does  not  create 
the  possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated.  The  design  and  operation  of  the 
facility  wilt  not  be  changed  by  this 
amendment  and  no  new  modes  of  operation 
will  be  introduced. 

The  proposed  amendment  does  not  involve 
a  signiheant  reduction  in  a  margin  of  safety. 
This  change  is  administrative  in  nature  and 
therefore  has  no  effect  on  any  margin  of 
safety. 

The  NRC’s  discussion  in  their  Generic 
Letter  88-06  concluded  that  any  facility 
incorporating  the  changes  outlined  in  the 
Generic  Letter  will  have  greater  flexibility  to 
implement  changes  to  their  organizational 
structures  and  will  not  reduce  plant  safety. 

For  the  above  reasons.  Duke  Power 
concludes  that  this  proposed  amendment 
does  not  involve  any  Significant  Hazards 
Considerations. 

The  NRG  staff  has  reviewed  the 
licensee’s  submittal  against  the 
guidance  provided  in  Generic  Letter 
(GL)  88-06,  “Removal  of  Organization 
Charts  from  Technical  Specification 
Administrative  Control  Requirements.” 
The  proposed  TS  revisions,  deleting  the 
organization  charts  and  adding  more 
flexible  provisions  regarding 
organizational  structure,  are  in  accord 
with  this  guidance.  As  also 
recommended  in  GL  88-06,  the  Final 


Safety  Analysis  Report  (FSAR)  contains 
the  offsite  and  onsite  organization 
charts  (Figures  13.1.1-1  and  13.1.2-1)  and 
the  qualifications  for  those  positions 
designated  by  the  charts  as  requiring  a 
Senior  Reactor  Operator  or  Reactor 
Operator  license  (FSAR,  Section 
13.1.3.1).  The  staff  therefore  finds  that 
the  proposed  revisions  do  not  adversely 
affect  the  organizational  characteristics 
which  are  important  to  the  safe 
operation  of  the  facility.  The  staff  also 
agrees  with  the  licensee’s  evaluation  of 
the  proposed  revisions  with  respect  to 
the  three  standards  of  10  CFR  50.92. 

On  this  basis,  the  Commission  has 
concluded  that  the  requested 
amendment  meets  the  three  standards 
and,  therefore,  has  made  a  proposed 
determination  that  the  amendment 
application  does  not  involve  a 
significant  hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  York  County  Library,  138  East 
Black  Street,  Rock  Hill,  South  Carolina 
29730 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Mr.  Albert  CaiT, 
Duke  Power  Company,  422  South 
Church  Street,  Charlotte,  North  Carolina 
28242 

NRC  Project  Director:  David  B. 
Matthews 

Duquesne  Light  Company,  Docket  No. 
50-412,  Beaver  Valley  Power  Station, 

Dnit  No.  2,  Shippingport,  Pennsylvania 

Date  of  amendment  request:  October 
24, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
The  proposed  amendment  would  extend 
the  interval  for  several  18-month 
surveillances:  reactor  trip  system 
response  time,  reactor  trip  bypass 
breakers  automatic  undervoltage  trip 
check,  engineered  safety  feature  (ESF) 
logic  response  time,  manual  actuation 
switches  for  several  ESF  systems, 
reactor  trip  P-4  interlock,  seismic 
monitoring  instruments,  containment 
isolation  check  valve  lift  tests, 
containment  isolation  phase  B  isolation 
valve  actuations,  containment 
recirculation  spray  valve  actuations, 
diesel  generator  maintenance 
inspection,  and  battery  discharge  test. 

To  perform  these  surveillances,  the 
licensee  would  have  to  shutdown  the 
unit.  Therefore,  the  licensee  requested 
that  the  surveillances  specified  above  be 
permitted  to  be  done  at  the  first 
refueling  outage,  but  no  later  than  April 
1, 1989.  If  approved,  the  amendment 
would  permit  extension  of  the  18-month 
intervals  by  several  days  to  about  three 
months.  The  amendment  would  thus 
avert  a  reactor  shutdown  only  to 
perform  surveillances.  The  licensee 
agreed  to  perform  these  surveillances  if 
there  is  an  unscheduled  shutdown  of 


sufficient  duration  before  the  refueling 
outage. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
(10  CFR  50.92(c)).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  (2)  create  the  possibility  of  a 
new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated:  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  proposed  scheduler  extensions 
are  not  made  as  a  result  of,  nor  would 
they  lead  to  any  design  changes.  When 
approved  by  the  staff,  only  certain 
surveillance  intervals  would  be 
extended.  The  affected  systems  will 
continue  to  perform  as  stated  in  the 
licensee’s  Final  Safety  Analysis  Report 
(FSAR);  other  requirements  regarding 
these  components/systems  are  not 
changed.  From  experience  in  the  past, 
surveillances  were  performed  usually  to 
confirm  that  components  were  operable 
as  designed.  The  probability  of  finding 
inoperable  components  was  not  high, 
and  consequently,  the  probability  of 
occurrence  of  an  accident  can  only  be 
increased  by  an  insignificant  amount  if 
the  surveillance  interval  is  extended  by 
a  small  amount.  Therefore,  the  answers 
to  questions  (1)  and  (2)  would  be 
negative.  The  safety  limits  assumed  in 
FSAR  analyses  are  not  affected  by  the 
proposed  amendment  since  all 
assumptions  are  expected  to  remain 
unchanged.  Hence  the  answer  to 
question  (3)  is  also  negative. 

On  such  basis,  the  staff  proposes  to 
determine  that  the  requested 
amendment  involves  no  significant 
hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  B.  F.  Jones  Memorial  Library, 
663  Franklin  Avenue,  Aliquippa, 
Pennsylvania  15001. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Gerald 
Charnoff,  Esquire,  Jay  E.  Silberg, 

Esquire,  Shaw,  Pittman,  Potts  & 
Trowbridge,  2300  N  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20037. 

NRC  Project  Director:  John  F.  Stolz 

Florida  Power  and  Light  Company,  et  al., 
Docket  No.  50-389,  St.  Lucie  Plant,  Unit 
No.  2,  St.  Lucie  County,  Florida 

Date  of  amendment  request:  October 
20. 1988 
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Description  of  amendment  request: 

The  amendment  would  change  the 
maximum  allowable  control  element 
assembly  (CEA)  drop  time  from  2.7 
seconds  to  3.1  seconds.  The  application 
is  the  result  of  the  licensee’s  review  of 
NRC  Information  Notice  No.  88-47 
entitled,  “Slower-than-Expected  Rod- 
Drop  Time  Testing." 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
(10  CFR  50.92(c)).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
considerations  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee  addressed  the  above 
three  standards  in  the  amendment 
application  and  made  a  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination.  In 
regard  to  the  first  standard,  the  licensee 
provided  the  following  analysis: 

Operation  of  the  facility  in  accordance 
with  the  proposed  amendment  would  not 
involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated. 

The  change  does  not  affect  any  active 
hardware  involving  plant  operation;  rather  it 
affects  an  acceptance  criterion  for  confirming 
the  required  performance  of  the  existing 
control  element  assembly  (CEA)  hardware. 
Therefore,  the  proposed  change  does  not 
increase  the  probability  of  an  accident 
previously  analyzed. 

The  impact  of  changing  the  CEA  drop  time 
from  2.7  to  3.1  seconds  on  all  safety  analysis 
related  Design  Basis  Events  (DBE’s),  for 
which  a  scram  of  the  CEA’s  is  predicted,  was 
assessed  by  specifically  re-analyzing  only  the 
most  limiting  events  with  respect  to  the 
various  safety  analysis  fuel  and  system 
criteria.  In  particular,  the  following  events 
were  re-analyzed: 

Loss  of  Condenser  Vacuum  (LOCV) 

Loss  of  Forced  Reactor  Coolant  Flow 

Pre-Trip  Steam  Line  Break  (SLB) 

Hot  Full  Power  CEA  Ejection  (CEA 
Ejection) 

-  IHias  been  demonstrated  that  the  events 
are  either  totally  unrelated  to  CEA  drop  time 
considerations  or  are  not  significantly 
impacted.  Additionally,  it  was  demonstrated 
for  each  potentially  impacted  analysis  that 
the  consequences  of  the  analysis  remain 
unchanged  or  are  bounded  by  the  existing 
analysis.  Therefore,  the  proposed  change 
dues  not  involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated. 

With  respect  to  the  second  standard, 
the  licensee  stated: 


Use  of  the  modified  specification  would  not 
create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or  different 
kind  of  accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated. 

The  proposed  change  in  the  Technical 
Specifications  does  not  a^ect  any  active 
hardware  involving  plant  operation;  rather  it 
affects  only  an  acceptance  criterion  for 
confirming  the  required  performance  of  the 
existing  CEA  hardware.  Therefore  the 
proposed  change  would  not  create  the 
possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident  from  any  previously  evaluated. 

With  regard  to  the  third  standard,  the 
licensee  provided  the  following 
rationale: 

Use  of  the  modified  specification  would  nut 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a  margin  of 
safety. 

The  increased  CEA  drop  time  has  been 
evaluated  for  its  impact  on  the  current 
licensed  safety  analysis.  The  results  of  the  re- 
analysis  for  those  transients  which  are 
potentially  impacted  by  the  proposed  change 
show  that  the  reference  analyses  are  valid  or 
that  the  new  analysis  results  still  show 
acceptable  results  with  respect  to  the 
acceptance  criteria.  Therefore,  there  is  no 
significant  reduction  in  the  margin  of  safety. 

The  staff  has  reviewed  the  analysis 
provided  by  the  licensee  in  support  of  a 
no  significant  hazards  consideration 
determination.  The  staff  believes  that 
the  licensee  has  met  the  standards  for 
such  a  determination.  Therefore,  the 
staff  proposes  to  determine  that  the 
proposed  change  does  not  involve  a 
significant  hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Indian  River  Junior  College 
'  Library,  3209  Virginia  Avenue,  Fort 
Pierce,  Florida  33450 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Harold  F.  Reis, 
Esquire,  Newman  and  Holtzinger,  1615  L 
Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC  20036 

NRC  Project  Director:  Herbert  N. 
Berkow 

Florida  Power  and  Light  Company,  et  al.. 
Docket  No.  50-389,  St.  Lucie  Plant,  Unit 
No.  2,  St.  Lucie  County,  Florida 

Date  of  amendment  request-  October 
24, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
The  amendment  would  expand  the 
Departure  from  Nucleate  Boiling  and 
Linear  Heat  Rate-related  Axial  Shape 
Index  limits  contained  in  Figures  3.2-4 
and  3.2-2,  respectively.  In  addition,  a 
similar  expansion  of  limits  is  proposed 
for  the  Linear  Heat  Rate-related  Limited 
Safety  System  Setpoints  as  contained  in 
Figure  2.2-2.  The  licensee  is  requesting 
these  changes  to  give  the  plant  greater 
flexibility  at  low  and  intermediate 
power  levels. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 


(10  CFR  50.92(c)).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
considerations  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated:  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee  addressed  the  above 
three  standards  in  the  amendment 
application  and  provided  a  no 
significant  hazards  consideration 
determination.  In  regard  to  the  first 
standard,  the  licensee  provided  the 
following  analysis: 

Operation  of  the  facility  in  accordance 
with  the  proposed  amendment  would  not 
involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated. 

The  Axial  Shape  Index  (ASI)  limits  are 
used  as  initial  assumptions  for  all  Design 
Basis  Events  (DBEs)  evaluated  in  the  safety 
analysis.  The  expansion  of  these  ASI  limits 
for  lower  powers  is  applicable  only  to  those 
DBEs  that  are  evaluated  between  hot  full  and 
hot  zero  power.  Events  are  not  typically 
analyzed  at  intermediate  power  levels. 

Events  initiated  from  intermediate  power 
levels  (100%  greater  than  initial  power  greater 
than  0%)  are  unaffected  since  these  are 
bounded  by  the  results  of  events  initiated 
from  either  the  full  power  or  zero  power 
events. 

The  existing  safety  analyses  for  these 
events  use  input  parameters  that  are  axial 
shape  dependent,  such  as  scram  reactivity 
insertion  curves,  which  are  more  adverse 
(conservative)  than  the  Technical 
Specification  Limiting  Condition  for 
Operation  (IXIO)  and  Limiting  Safety  System 
Setpoint  (LSSS)  axial  shape  limits  at  all 
power  levels  in  order  to  bound  future  cycles’ 
operation.  It  was  verified,  using  current 
methodology  and  the  proposed  ASI  limits, 
that  the  current  safety  analysis  remains  valid. 

The  current  ASI  limits  allowed  by  the 
Departure  from  Nucleate  Boiling  (DNBJ  and 
Linear  Heat  Rate  (LHR)  LCDs  and  LSSSs  are 
expanded  for  greater  operational  flexibility  at 
lower  powers.  (These)  proposed  changefs) 
will  not  increase  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated  because  the  proposed  limits  are 
still  conservative  with  respect  to  the  actual 
calculated  limiting  values. 

With  regard  to  the  second  standard, 
the  licensee  stated: 

Use  of  the  modified  specification  would  not 
create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or  difierent 
kind  of  accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated. 

The  proposed  changes  in  the  Technical 
Specifications  do  not  affect  any  active 
hardware  involving  plant  operation,  nor  do 
they  alter  the  assumptions  or  methodology  of 
the  safety  analyses.  Therefore,  they  will  not 
create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or  different 
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kind  of  accident  from  any  previously 
evaluated. 

With  regard  to  the  third  standard,  the 
licensee  provided  the  following 
rationale: 

Use  of  the  modified  specification  would  not 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a  margin  of 
safety. 

The  wider  ASI  bands  allowed  at  lower 
powers  have  been  reviewed  for  their  impact 
upon  the  current  licensed  safety  analysis.  The 
licensed  safety  analysis  of  record  remains 
unchanged  due  to  the  expanded  ASI  range  for 
low  powers.  Therefore,  there  is  no  significant 
reduction  in  a  margin  of  safety. 

The  staff  has  reviewed  the  licensee's 
no  signiHcant  hazards  consideration 
determination  analysis.  Based  upon  the 
review,  the  staff  believes  that  the 
licensee  has  met  the  three  standards. 
Based  upon  the  above  discussion,  the 
staff  proposes  to  determine  that  the 
proposed  changes  do  not  involve  a 
signiHcant  hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Indian  River  Junior  College 
Library,  3209  Virginia  Avenuo,  Fort 
Pierce,  Florida  33450 
Attorney  for  licensee:  Harold  F.  Reis, 
Esquire,  Newman  and  Holtzinger,  1615  L 
Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC  20036 
NRC  Project  Director:  Herbert  N. 
Berkow 

Florida  Power  and  light  Company,  et  al., 
Docket  No.  50-389,  SL  Lucie  Plant,  Unit 
No.  2,  St  Lucie  County,  Florida 
Date  of  amendment  request:  October 
24, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  relax 
the  maximum  allowable  primary  loop 
resistance  temperature  detector  (RTDJ 
delay  time  from  8  seconds  to  16  seconds. 
This  delay  time  is  a  factor  that  must  be 
considered  in  the  thermal  margin/low 
pressure  reactor  trip.  According  to  the 
licensee,  this  change  would  provide 
increased  operational  flexibility  without 
decreasing  the  margin  of  safety. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
(10  CFR  50.92(c]).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  signiHcant  hazards 
considerations  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2]  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  ffom 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee  addressed  the  above 
three  standards  in  the  amendment 


application  and  provided  a  no 
signiBcant  hazards  consideration 
determination.  In  regard  to  the  ffrst 
standard,  the  licensee  provided  the 
following  analysis: 

Operation  of  the  facility  in  accordance 
with  the  proposed  amendment  would  not 
involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated. 

The  Resistance  Temperature  Detector 
(RTD)  response  time  affects  only 
measurement  hardware  which  passively 
ascertains  the  coolant  temperature  condition, 
not  active  hardware  impacting  the  plant's 
physical  thermal-hydraulic  operations. 
Therefore,  the  proposed  change  does  not 
increase  the  probability  of  occurrence  of  any 
accident.  As  described  before,  the  safety 
analyses  demonstrate  that  the  same  degree  of 
protection  is  available  at  the  longer  RTD 
response  times  since  the  ex-core  power 
detectors  (which  do  not  depend  on  RTD 
response  time)  now  provide  the  required 
protection  when  more  realistic  physics  inputs 
are  used.  With  regard  to  operations,  it  should 
be  noted  that  the  plant  will  be  operated  in  the 
same  manner  as  before.  Therefore,  the 
calculated  consequences  of  the  accidents  will 
not  increase  due  to  this  change. 

With  regard  to  the  second  standard, 
the  licensee  stated: 

Use  of  the  modified  specification  would  not 
create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or  different 
kind  of  accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated. 

The  proposed  change  to  the  Technical 
Specifications  does  not  affect  any  active 
hardware  involving  plant  operation,  nor  does 
it  alter  the  basic  methodology  of  the  safety 
analyses.  Therefore,  it  will  not  create  the 
possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident  from  those  accidents  previously 
evaluated. 

With  regard  to  the  third  standard,  the 
licensee  provided  the  following 
rationale: 

Use  of  the  modified  specification  would  not 
involve  significant  reduction  in  a  margin  of 
safety. 

The  value  of  the  RTD  response  time  affects 
the  ability  of  the  delta  T-power  calculator  to 
accurately  measure  power  during  a  transient. 
It  has  been  demonstrated  that  the  ex-core 
power  detectors  will  provide  an  adequate 
power  measurement  input  to  the  Thermal 
Margin/Low  Pressure  (TM/LP)  trip  for  the 
full  spectrum  of  possible  power  excursions 
associated  with  the  CEA  withdrawal  events 
with  a  slight  increase  in  margin  to  the  TM/LP 
trip  setpoint.  Thus,  the  margin  of  safety  is  not 
reduced. 

The  staff  has  reviewed  the  licensee's 
no  significant  hazards  consideration 
determination  analysis.  Based  upon  this 
review,  the  staff  believes  that  the 
licensee  has  met  the  three  standards. 
Based  upon  the  above  discussion,  the 
staff  proposes  to  determine  that  the 
proposed  change  does  not  involve  a 
significant  hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Indian  River  Junior  College 


Library,  3209  'Vfirginia  Avenue,  Fort 
Pierce,  Florida  33450 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Harold  F.  Reis, 
Esquire,  Newman  and  Holtzinger,  1615  L 
Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC  20036 

NRC  Project  Director:  Herbert  N. 
Berkow 

Illinois  Power  Company,  Soyland  Power 
Cooperative,  Inc.,  Western  Illinois 
Power  Cooperative,  Inc.  (the  licensees). 
Docket  No.  50-461,  Clinton  Power 
Station,  Unit  No.  1,  DeWitt  County, 
Illinois 

Date  of  amendment  request: 

September  23, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
This  proposed  amendment  would  revise 
Technical  Specification  Sections  3.8.1.1 
and  3.8.I.2.  which  are  the  Limiting 
Conditions  for  Operation  specified  for 
the  AC  electrical  power  sources,  to 
change  the  number  of  gallons  of  fuel  oil 
specified  for  the  Division  II  diesel 
generator  (IB).  These  Technical 
Specifications  indicate  the  minimum 
amount  of  diesel  fuel  that  should  be 
available  for  the  diesel  generators.  The 
licensees  have  requested  to  change  the 
number  of  gallons  of  fuel  oil  specified 
for  the  Division  II  diesel  generator  (IB) 
from  41,500  to  45,000. 

The  licensees  have  prepared  a  plant 
modification  to  replace  the  Fuel  Pool 
Cooling  and  Cleanup  (FC)  System  pump 
motors  (lA  and  IB)  and  remove  the 
associated  LOCA  shunt  trips.  This 
modification  is  in  accordance  with  their 
commitment  "Until  the  first  refueling, 
the  pump  motors  will  be  tripped  on  a 
LOCA  signal....  By  the  first  refueling, 
replacement  motors  qualified  to  the 
maximum  environment  conditions  will 
be  installed  and  the  LOCA-trip  signal 
will  be  removed."  Removing  the 
associated  LOCA  shunt  trips  and 
ensuring  the  FC  pump  motors  are 
qualified  to  operate  in  a  post-LOCA 
environment  allows  the  pump  motors  to 
be  regarded  as  safety-related  essential 
loads  powered  from  the  Class  lE 
emergency  busses.  This  effectively 
increases  the  maximum  expected 
emergency  loading  for  the  associated 
diesel  generators  (lA  and  IB).  The 
resultant  increase  in  the  maximum 
expected  loading  thus  requires  a 
revision  of  the  minimum  fuel  oil  volume 
specified  in  the  Technical  Specifications 
to  ensure  that  the  diesels  are  capable  of 
supplying  and  maintaining  emergency 
power  for  all  essential  loads. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  staff  has  evaluated  this  proposed 
amendment  and  determined  that  it 
involves  no  significant  hazards 
considerations.  According  to  10  CFR 
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50.92(c),  a  proposed  amendment  to  an 
operating  license  involves  no  signiHcant 
hazards  consideration  if  operation  of  the 
facility  in  accordance  with  the 
amendment  would  not: 

(1)  Involve  a  significant  increase  in 
the  probability  or  consequences  of  an 
accident  previously  evaluated;  or 

(2)  Create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident  from  any 
accident  previously  evaluated;  or 

(3)  Involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  proposed  change  does  not  involve 
a  signihcant  increase  in  the  probability 
or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated  because  the 
proposed  change  will  ensure  that  an 
adequate  volume  of  diesel  fuel  is 
available  for  the  diesel  generator  (IB)  to 
perform  its  intended  function  in 
mitigating  the  consequences  of  the 
design  basis  accident  while  carrying  the 
maximum  expected  load  (including  the 
associated  FC  pump  motor).  The 
increased  maximum  expected  loading 
for  the  diesel  generator(s),  resulting  from 
the  plant  modification,  does  not  exceed 
the  rated  capacity  of  the  diesel 
generators. 

The  impact  of  the  proposed  change  is 
confined  to  two  areas  of  concern:  diesel 
generator  operability  and  the  ability  to 
maintain  an  adequate  supply  of  high 
quality  cooling  water  in  the  spent  fuel 
storage  pool(s)  under  post-accident 
conditions.  The  changes  associated  with 
the  plant  modiflcation  have  been 
evaluated  and  found  to  have  no  adverse 
impact  on  the  diesel  generators’ 
capability  to  perform  their  intended 
function  during  or  following  a  design 
basis  accident  (DBA-LOCA).  With 
respect  to  any  concerns  regarding  the 
spent  fuel  storage  pool,  including  the  FC 
pump  motors  as  essential  loads,  will 
ensure  that  an  FC  pump  is  available  for 
cooling  and  maintaining  the  volume  and 
quality  of  water  in  the  spent  fuel  storage 
pools  under  post-accident  conditions. 
The  proposed  change  therefore  does  not 
create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident  from  any 
accident  previously  evaluated. 

The  proposed  change  does  not  involve 
a  significant  reduction  in  a  margin  of 
safety  because  the  increased  minimum 
amount  of  diesel  fuel  to  be  stored  for 
diesel  generator  IB  is  well  within  the 
storage  capacity  of  the  fuel  storage  tank. 
In  addition,  the  added  electrical  load 
requiring  the  extra  amount  of  diesel  fuel 
does  not  cause  the  maximum  expected 
load  for  diesel  generator  IB  to  exceed  its 
rated  capacity.  The  electrical  loading 
and  fuel  storage  demand  for  diesel 
generator  IB  will  still  be  in  compliance 
with  the  original  design  requirements. 


For  the  reasons  stated  above,  the  staff 
believes  this  proposed  amendment 
involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Vespasian  Warner  Public 
Library,  120  West  Johnson  Street, 

Clinton,  Illinois  61727 

Attorney  for  licensees:  Sheldon  Zabel, 
Esq.,  Schiff,  Hardin  and  Waite,  7200 
Sears  Tower,  233  Wacker  Drive, 

Chicago,  Illinois  60606 

NRC  Project  Director:  Daniel  R. 

Muller 

Long  Island  Lighting  Company,  Docket 
No.  50*322,  Shoreham  Nuclear  Power 
Station,  Suffolk  County,  New  York 

Date  of  amendment  request:  May  19, 
1988 

Description  of  amendment  request 
This  amendment  would  revise  Technical 
Specifications  3.5.2a.2.b,  Emergency 
Core  Cooling  Systems  -  Shutdown,  and 
3.5.3.1b.3  Suppression  Pool  Water  Level, 
to  read  “...equivalent  to  an  indicated 
level  of  11.5  feet”  rather  than 
“...equivalent  to  a  level  of  9  feet”.  This 
change  reduces  the  potential  for 
operator  misinterpretation  but  does  not 
affect  the  minimum  100,000  gallons  of 
water  availability  requirement  for  the 
condensate  storage  tank. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92(c).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
considerations  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
signiHcant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  signiHcant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

In  accordance  with  10  CFR  50.92  the 
licensee  has  reviewed  the  proposed 
changes  and  has  concluded  as  follows: 

The  proposed  change  does  not  involve  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  because 
operation  of  Shoreham  Nuclear  Power 
Station  -  Unit  1  in  accordance  with  this 
change  would  not: 

(1)  involve  a  signihcant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated.  This  change  merely 
clarifies  and  identifies  the  Condensate 
Storage  Tank  (CST)  level  (indicated  level) 
which  meets  or  exceeds  the  technical 
specification  requirement  of  maintaining 
100,000  gallons  of  water  available  for  Core 
Spray  system  use.  The  CST  low-low  level 
alarm  (since  May  19, 1982)  has  always  been 
set  at  an  indicated  level  of  13  feet  as 


measured  from  the  bottom  of  the  tank.  This 
was  always  the  intended  level  which  was  to 
be  used  for  ECCS  reserve. 

(2)  create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident  from  any  accident 
previously  evaluated.  It  has  been  determined 
that  a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  will 
not  be  possible  due  to  this  change.  Design 
documentation  specihcally  calls  out  a  low- 
low  level  alarm  and  a  CST  transfer  pump  trip 
at  an  indicated  level  of  13  feet  of  tank 
evaluation.  Without  the  foregoing  pumps  to 
drain  the  tank,  the  ECCS  systems  are  the  only 
users  of  the  water  volume  below  the  13  foot 
level.  If  the  suction  lino  elevation 
(approximately  1.75  ft.)  is  deducted  from  the 
13  ft.,  a  useable  volume  of  11.25  ft.  is 
achieved.  This  is  equivalent  to  an 
approximate  available  volume  of  133,800 
gallons. 

(3)  involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety.  The  use  of  an  11.5  ft. 
indicated  level  as  proposed  in  the  technical 
specification  change  clariries  the  1.5  foot  (i.e., 
13  ft.-11.5  ft)  operational  deviation  that  has 
always  existed.  If  the  CST  transfer  pumps  do 
not  deenergize  -  due  to  malfunction  -  at  the  13 
ft.  level,  the  operator  is  permitted  the  same 
period  of  time  to  deenergize  the  pumps  and 
not  place  himself  in  a  technical  specihcation 
violation. 

The  staff  reviewed  the  licensee’s 
determination  that  the  proposed  license 
amendment  involves  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  and  agrees  with 
the  licensee’s  analyses.  Accordingly,  the 
staff  proposes  to  determine  that  the 
proposed  license  amendment  does  not 
involve  a  signiHcant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Shoreham-Wading  River  Public 
Library,  Route  25A,  Shoreham,  New 
York  11786-9697 

Attorney  for  licensee:  W.  Taylor 
Reveley,  III,  Esq.,  Hunton  and  Williams, 
P.  O.  Box  1535,  Richmond,  Virginia  23212 
NRC  Project  Director  Walter  R. 

Butler 

Long  Island  Lighting  Company,  Docket 
No.  50-322,  Shoreham  Nuclear  Power 
Station,  Suffolk  County,  New  Yoric 

Date  of  amendment  request:  June  13, 
1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
The  amendment  would  delete  Figure 
6.2.1-1,  “Corporate-Nuclear 
Organization,”  and  Figure  6.2.2-1,  “Unit 
Organization,”  from  the  Technical 
Specifications  and  revise  sections  6.2.1 
and  6.2.2  to  include  appropriate  changes 
to  the  administrative  control 
requirements. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  in  10  CFR  50.92(c)  fur 
determining  whether  a  signihcant 
hazards  consideration  exists.  A 
proposed  amendment  to  an  Operating 
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License  for  a  facility  involves  no 
signiHcant  hazards  considerations  if 
operation  of  the  facility  in  accordance 
with  the  proposed  amendment  would 
not:  (1)  involve  a  significant  increase  in 
the  probability  of  consequences  of  an 
accident  previously  evaluated,  (2)  create 
the  possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind 
of  accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated,  or  (3)  involve  a  significant 
reduction  in  a  margin  of  safety.  The 
Long  Island  Lighting  Company  (LiLCO) 
reviewed  the  proposed  change  and 
determined,  and  the  NRC  staff  agrees, 
that: 

(1)  The  proposed  amendment  does  not 
involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated  because  deletion  of  the 
organization  charts  from  the  Technical 
Specifications  does  not  affect  plant 
operation.  The  NRC  will  continue  to  be 
informed  of  organizational  changes  through 
other  required  controls. 

•  10  CFR  50.34(b)(6)(i)  requires  that  the 
applicant's  organizational  structure  be 
induded  in  the  Final  Safety  Analysis  Report. 
Chapter  13  of  the  SNPS  Final  Safety  Analysis 
Report  provides  a  description  of  the  LILCO/ 
SNre  organization  and  detailed  organization 
ch&rts* 

•  As  required  by  10  CFR  50.71(e),  LILCO 
submits  annual  updates  to  the  FSAR. 

•  Appendix  B  to  10  CFR  50  and  10  CFR 
50.54(a)(3)  govern  changes  to  organization 
descrit^  in  ULCO's  Quality  Assurance 
Program. 

LILCO  is  mindful  that  some  organizational 
changes  may  require  prior  NRC  approval. 
Also,  it  is  ULCO’s  practice  to  inform  the  NRC 
of  organizational  changes  affecting  the 
nuclear  facility  prior  to  implementation. 

LILCO  intends  to  continue  this  practice  for 
future  organizational  changes. 

(2)  The  proposed  amendment  does  not 
create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or  di^erent 
kind  of  accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated  because  the  proposed  change  is 
administrative  in  nature,  and  no  physical 
alterations  of  plant  configuration  or  changes 
to  setpoints  or  operating  parameters  are 
proposed. 

(3)  The  proposed  amendment  does  not 
involve  a  signiHcant  reduction  in  a  margin  of 
safety.  Through  the  Company’s  strong 
Nuclear  Quality  Assurance  Program  and  its 
commitment  to  maintain  only  qualified 
personnel  in  positions  of  responsibility,  it  is 
assured  that  safety  functions  performed  by 
the  nuclear  organizations  will  continue  to  be 
performed  at  a  high  level  of  performance. 

Accordingly,  the  Commission 
proposes  to  determine  that  the  proposed 
license  amendment  does  not  involve  a 
signiHcant  hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Shoreham-Wading  River  Public 
Library,  Route  25A,  Shoreham,  New 
York  11786 

Attorney  for  licensee:  W.  Taylor 
Reveley,  III,  Esq.,  Hunton  and  Williams, 
P.  0.  Box  1535,  Richmond,  Virginia  23212 
NRC  Project  Director:  Walter  R. 

Butler 


Louisiana  Power  and  Light  Company, 
Docket  No.  50-382,  Waterford  Steam 
Electric  Station,  Unit  3,  St.  Charles 
Parish,  Louisiana 

Date  of  amendment  request: 

September  21, 1988 
Description  of  amendment  request: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  change 
the  Technical  Specifications  by  deleting 
the  Ammonia  Detection  System. 
Ammonia  detection  would  be  provided 
by  the  Broad  Range  Toxic  Gas  Detection 
System  which  is  currently  in  the 
Technical  Specifications. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 

The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
signiHcant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92.  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  wi^  a  proposed 
amendment  would  not  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated,  (2)  create  the  possibility  of  a 
new  or  different  kind  of  accident  ^m 
any  accident  previously  evaluated,  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  Broad  Range  Toxic  Gas  Detection 
(BRTGD)  system  provides  toxic  gas 
chemical  protection  for  the  control  room. 
The  BRTGD  system  detects  ammonia 
and  thereby  duphcates  the  function  of 
the  ammonia  detection  system.  Deleting 
the  ammonia  detection  system  will  not 
significantly  reduce  the  protection  to  the 
control  room  envelopment  from  an 
ammonia  toxic  chemical  release.  The 
BRTGD  system  will  isolate  the  control 
room  before  the  Immediately  Dangerous 
to  Life  and  Health  (IDLH) 
concentrations  for  ammonia  is  reached. 
The  technical  specifications  for  the 
BRTGD  system  is  equivalent  to  those  for 
the  Ammonia  Detection  System  and 
either  system  provides  for  control  room 
isolation  as  the  availability  of  the 
system  declines.  Deletion  of  the 
ammonia  system  as  a  duplicate  to  the 
BRTGD  system  does  not  involve  a 
signiffcant  increase  in  the  probabilities 
or  consequences  of  any  accident 
previously  evaluated. 

The  function  of  both  the  BRTGD  and 
ammonia  systems  is  solely  to  isolate  the 
control  room  in  the  unlikely  event  of  a 
toxic  chemical  release  in  the  area.  The 
BRTGD  and  ammonia  system  do  not 
provide  any  other  protective  function. 
Since  the  BRTGD  system  will  provide 
ammonia  detection,  the  deletion  of  the 
ammonia  detection  system  will  not 
create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident  from  any 
accident  previously  evaluated. 


The  ammonia  detection  system 
setpoint  is  50  ppm  ammonia  and  will 
respond  in  .33  seconds  for  concentration 
at  and  above  50  ppm.  The  BRTGD 
system  responds  at  different  times  for 
any  concentration  above  environmental 
background:  the  higher  the 
concentration,  the  faster  the  response 
time.  For  concentration  of  ammonia  of 
concern  at  the  control  room,  the  BRTGD 
system  will  have  a  faster  response  time 
than  the  ammonia  system  and  while  the 
BRTGD  will  respond  below  50  ppm,  the 
ammonia  detection  system  will  not. 

Such  a  comparison  evaluation 
demonstrates  equivalent  or  better 
protection  by  the  BRTGD  system. 
Therefore,  the  deletion  of  the  ammonia 
detection  system  will  not  involve  a 
significant  reduction  in  a  margin  of 
safety. 

Based  on  the  above,  the  staff  proposes 
to  determine  that  the  amendment  does 
not  involve  a  no  significant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
Location:  University  of  New  Orleans 
Library,  Louisiana  Collection,  Lakefront, 
New  Orleans,  Louisiana  70122 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Bruce  W. 
Churchill,  Esq.,  Shaw,  Pittman,  Potts  and 
Trowbridge,  2300  N  St.,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20037 

NRC  Project  Director:  Jose  A.  Calvo 

Mississippi  Power  &  light  Company, 
System  Energy  Resources,  Inc.,  Souft 
Mississippi  Electric  Power  Association, 
Docket  No.  50-416,  Grand  Gulf  Nuclear 
Station,  Unit  1,  Claiborne  County, 
Mississippi 

Dates  of  amendment  request:  October 
19, 1988,  as  supplemented  October  31, 
1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
The  amendment  would  authorize  the 
sale  and  leaseback  of  an  individual 
interest  in  the  Grand  Gulf  Nuclear 
Station,  Unit  1  (GGNS  Unit  1). 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a  no 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92(c).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license 
involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated:  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  signiffcant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 
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The  licensee  has  provided  an  analysis 
of  no  significant  hazards  considerations 
in  its  request  for  a  license  amendment. 
The  licensee’s  analysis  of  the  proposed 
amendment  against  the  three  standards 
in  10  CFR  50.92  is  reproduced  below. 

a.  The  proposed  change  will  not  increase 
the  probability  or  consequences  of  an 
accident  previously  evaluated.  As  a  result  of 
the  proposed  amendment,  there  will  not  be 
physical  changes  to  the  facility,  and  all 
Operating  Procedures,  Limiting  Conditions 
for  Operation,  Limiting  Safety  System 
Settings,  and  Safety  Limits  specified  in  the 
Technical  Specifications  will  remain 
unchanged.  SERI  will  continue  in  its  present 
role  under  the  Operating  Agreement  and 
Ownership  Agreement.  There  will  be  no 
changes  to  the  operating  organization  or 
personnel  as  a  result  of  the  transaction(s) 
described  herein. 

b.  The  proposed  amendment  will  not  create 
the  possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated.  The  design  and  design  bases  of 
GGNS  Unit  1  will  remain  the  same. 

Therefore,  the  current  plant  safety  analyses 
will  remain  complete  and  accurate  in 
addressing  the  licensing  basis  events  and  in 
analyzing  plant  response  and  consequences. 
Further,  the  Operating  Procedures,  Limiting 
Conditions  for  Operation,  Limiting  Safety 
System  Settings,  and  Safety  Limits  specified 
in  the  Technical  Specifications  are  not 
affected.  As  such,  the  plant  conditions  for 
which  the  design  basis  accident  analyses 
were  performed  are  still  valid. 

c.  The  proposed  amendment  will  not 
involve  a  reduction  in  any  margin  of  safety. 
Plant  safety  margins  are  established  through 
Limiting  Conditions  for  Operation,  Limiting 
Safety  System  Settings,  and  Safety  Limits 
specified  in  the  Technical  Specifications. 
Because  there  will  be  no  change  to  either  the 
physical  design  of  the  plant  or  to  any  of  these 
settings  and  limits,  there  will  be  no  change  to 
any  of  the  margins  of  safety. 

The  licensee  has  concluded  that  the 
proposed  amendment  meets  the  three 
standards  in  10  CFR  50.92  and, 
therefore,  involves  no  signiHcant 
hazards  consideration. 

The  NRC  staff  has  made  a  preliminary 
review  of  the  licensee’s  no  signiHcant 
hazards  consideration  determination 
and  agrees  with  the  licensee’s  analysis. 
Accordingly,  the  Commission  proposes 
to  determine  that  the  requested 
amendment  does  not  involve  a 
significant  hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Hinds  Junior  College, 
McLendon  Library,  Raymond, 
Mississippi  39154 
Attorney  for  licensee:  Nicholas  S. 
Reynolds,  Esquire,  Bishop,  Liberman, 
Cook,  Purcell  and  Reynolds,  1200  17th 
Street.  NW..  Washington.  DC  20036 
NRC  Project  Director:  Elinor  G. 
Adensam 


Northeast  Nuclear  Energy  Company,  et 
al..  Docket  No.  50-423,  Millstone  Nuclear 
Power  Station,  Unit  No.  3,  New  London 
County,  Connecticut 

Date  of  amendment  request:  October 
5, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  change 
Technical  Specification  (TS)  3/4.1.1.3, 
“Moderator  Temperature  Coefficient,” 
to  allow  a  more  negative  moderator 
temperature  coefHcient  in  the  Limiting 
Condition  for  Operation,  'TS  3.1.1.3b,  and 
in  the  associated  Surveillance 
Requirement,  TS  4.1.1.3b. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Moderator  Temperature  Coefficient 
(MTC)  represents  the  relationship 
between  the  reactor  coolant  system 
(RCS)  temperature  and  core  reactivity. 
Near  the  end  of  the  operating  cycle  the 
MTC  is  strongly  negative,  that  is, 
decreasing  RCS  temperature  causes  a 
substantial  increase  in  core  reactivity. 
Thus,  for  accidents  that  involve  a 
significant  decrease  in  RCS  temperature, 
such  as  a  steam  line  break  accident,  the 
MTC  strongly  influences  the  severity  of 
the  accident.  The  purpose  of  TS  3/ 
4.1.1.3b  is  to  assure  that  the  facility  will 
not  operate  with  an  MTC  more  negative 
than  the  value  incorporated  in  the  safety 
analyses.  The  following  MTC  values  are 
presently  in  the  TS: 

•  TS  3.1.1.3b  -  The  Limiting  Condition 
for  Operation  (LCO)  for  the  end-of-life 
MTC  is  -4.0  X 10  "  delta  K/K/*  F.  Should 
the  MTC  be  more  negative  than  the  LCO 
MTC,  the  reactor  would  have  to  be 
shutdown  within  12  hours. 

•  TS  4.1.1.3b  -  The  Surveillance 
Requirement  (SR)  MTC  for  the  end-of-life 
MTC  is  -3.1  X 10  « delta  K/K/'  F.  The  SR 
MTC  must  be  measured  within  7 
effective  full  power  days  (EFPD)  after 
reaching  an  equilibrium  RCS  boron 
concentration  of  300  ppm.  If  the  SR  MTC 
is  more  negative  than  -3.1  x  10  *  delta  K/ 
K/'  F,  the  MTC  must  be  remeasured  at 
least  every  14  EFPD  during  the  remainder 
of  the  fuel  cycle. 

Accident  analyses  do  not  explicitly 
input  an  MTC,  but  rather  a  constant 
moderator  density  coefficient  (MDC). 
Converting  the  MDC  used  in  the 
accident  analyses  to  an  MTC  is  a  simple 
calculation  which  accounts  for  the  rate 
of  change  of  moderator  density  with 
temperature  at  the  conditions  of  interest; 
namely,  hot  full  power.  In  addition,  the 
MTC  that  is  measured  must  be  corrected 
to  reflect  the  assumptions  used  in  the 
safety  analysis  which  includes  control 
rod  positions.  In  this  regard,  the  MDC 
used  in  the  Millstone  Unit  3  accident 
analysis  would  be  equivalent  to  an  MTC 
of -5.5  X 10  ♦delta  K/K/*  F. 

Westinghouse  has  recently  developed 
a  refined  methodology  for  comparing  the 


measured  MTC  with  the  accident 
analysis  MDC.  'The  method  developed 
by  Westinghouse  is  documented  in 
WCAP-11951,  “Safety  Evaluation 
Supporting  a  More  Negative  EOL 
Moderator  Temperature  Coefficient 
Technical  Specification  for  the  Millstone 
Nuclear  Power  Station  Unit  3,” 

September  1988.  By  using  the 
methodology  of  WCAP-11951  for 
Millstone  Unit  3,  the  following  changes 
are  proposed  by  the  licensee  for  TS  3/ 
4.1.1.3b: 

•  TS  3.1.1.3b  -  The  LCO  MTC  would  be 
changed  from  -4.0  to  -4.75  x  10  *  delta  K/ 
K/'F. 

•  TS  4.1.1.3b  -  The  SR  MTC  would  be 
changed  from  -3.1  to  -4.0  x  10  *  delta  K/ 
K/'F. 

No  change  in  the  safety  analysis  is 
involved  and  the  safety  analysis  MTC 
value  of  -5.5  x  10  ♦  delta  K/K/*  F  is  still 
considered  boimding. 

Title  10  CFR  Part  50,  Section  50.92 
contains  standards  for  determining 
whether  a  proposed  license  amendment 
involves  significant  hazards 
considerations.  In  this  regard,  the 
proposed  changes  to  the  TS  does  not 
involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an 
accident  previously  evaluated.  The 
proposed  change  to  the  LCO  and  SR 
MTCs  provide  adequate  assurance  that 
Millstone  Unit  3  will  not  be  operated 
with  an  MTC  more  negative  than  the 
equivalent  MDC  assumed  in  the  safety 
analysis.  The  proposed  license 
amendment  does  not  create  the 
possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident  since  no  changes  to  plant 
equipment  or  operating  modes  are 
involved.  Finally,  no  safety  margins  are 
reduced  since  there  are  no  changes  in 
the  safety  analyses. 

Accordingly,  the  stafi  has  made  a 
proposed  determination  that  the 
application  for  amendment  involves  no 
significant  hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Waterford  Public  Library,  49 
Rope  Ferry  Road,  Waterford, 
Connecticut  06385. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Gerald  Garfield, 
Esquire,  Day,  Berry  &  Howard,  One 
Constitution  Plaza,  Hartford, 
Connecticut  06103-3499. 

NRC  Project  Director:  John  F.  Stolz 

Omaha  Public  Power  District,  Docket 
No.  50-285,  Fort  Calhoun  Station,  Unit  1, 
Washington  County,  Nebraska 

Date  of  amendment  request: 

December  2, 1986  as  supplemented 
January  9, 1988  and  September  30, 1988. 

Brief  description  of  amendment:  In 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  10 
CFR  73.55,  the  licensee  submitted  an 
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amendment  to  the  Physical  Security 
Plan  for  the  Fort  Calhoun  Station,  Unit  1, 
to  reflect  recent  changes  to  that 
regulation.  The  proposed  amendment 
would  modify  paragraph  3.C  of  Facility 
Operating  License  No.  DPR-40  to  require 
compliance  with  the  revised  plan. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 

On  August  4. 1986  (51  FR  27817  and 
27822),  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  amended  Part  73  of  its 
regulations,  “Physical  Protection  of 
Plants  6uid  Materials,”  to  clarify  plant 
security  requirements  to  afford  an 
increased  assurance  of  plant  safety.  The 
amended  regulations  required  that  each 
nuclear  power  reactor  licensee  submit 
proposed  amendments  to  its  security 
plan  to  implement  the  revised  provisions 
of  10  CFR  73.55.  The  licensee  submitted 
its  revised  plan  on  December  2, 1986, 
with  additional  information  on  January 
9, 1988  and  September  30, 1988,  to 
satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  amended 
regulations.  The  Commission  proposes 
to  amend  the  license  to  reference  the 
revised  plan. 

In  the  Supplementary  Materials 
accompanying  the  amended  regulations, 
the  Commission  indicated  that  it  was 
amending  its  regulations  “to  provide  a 
more  safety  conscious  safeguards 
system  while  maintaining  the  current 
levels  of  protection”  and  that  the 
“Commission  believes  that  the 
clariflcation  and  refinement  of 
requirements  as  reflected  in  these 
amendments  is  appropriate  because 
they  afford  an  increased  assurance  of 
plant  safety." 

The  Commission  has  provided 
guidance  concerning  the  application  of 
the  criteria  for  determining  whether  a 
signiflcant  hazards  consideration  exists 
by  providing  certain  examples  of  actions 
involving  no  signiflcant  hazards 
considerations  and  examples  of  actions 
involving  significant  hazards 
considerations  (51  FR  7750).  One  of 
these  examples  of  actions  involving  no 
signiflcant  hazards  considerations  is 
example  (vii)  “a  change  to  conform  a 
license  to  changes  in  the  regulations, 
where  the  license  change  results  in  very 
minor  changes  to  facility  operations 
cleariy  in  keeping  with  the  regulations.” 
For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the 
Commission  proposes  to  determine  that 
the  proposed  amendment  involves  no 
signiflcant  hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  W.  Dale  Clark  Library,  215 
South  15th  Street,  Omaha,  Nebraska 
68102 

Attorney  for  licensee:  LeBoeuf,  Lamb, 
Leiby,  and  MacRae,  1333  New 
Hampshire  Avenue,  NW.,  Washington, 
DC  20036 


NEC  Project  Director:  Jose  A.  Calvo 

Philadelphia  Electric  Company,  Docket 
No.  50-352,  Limerick  Generating  Station, 
Unit  1,  Montgomery  County, 
Peimsylvania 

Date  of  amendment  request: 

September  29, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
The  proposed  amendment  would  change 
the  Technical  Specifications  (TSs)  to:  (1) 
delete  the  primary  containment  isolation 
valves  and  instrumentation  associated 
with  the  permanent  removal  of  the  RHR 
head  spray  piping  and  (2)  modify  the 
reportability  requirements  for  seismic 
monitor  XR-VA-151  whenever  the 
reactor  head  has  been  removed. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
Limerick  Units  1  and  2  are  BWR-4 
reactors.  All  BWR-4s  were  designed 
with  three  penetrations  at  the  top  of  the 
reactor  vessel  head,  one  four-inch  and 
two  six-inch  penetrations.  One  of  the 
six-inch  penetrations  was  intended  to 
provide  a  water  spray  to  the  space  at 
the  top  of  the  reactor  vessel.  Located 
above  the  reactor  core  are  the  steam 
separators  and  dryers.  It  was  postulated 
that  during  cooldown  of  the  reactor  , 
system,  a  spray  of  water  would  be 
required  to  cool  the  large  mass  of  metal 
in  the  separators  and  d^ers.  The  source 
of  water  was  primary  coolant  from  the 
residual  heat  removal  (RHR)  system. 
Over  15  years  ago,  it  was  found  that  this 
RHR  head  spray  was  not  needed  and  is 
no  longer  used  during  system  cooldown. 
Keeping  the  system  in  place  poses  a 
number  of  potential  safety  and 
economic  disadvantages.  Each  time  the 
reactor  vessel  head  is  removed  (e.g., 
during  refueling),  the  array  of  piping  and 
valves  has  to  be  disassembled  and 
removed  and  then  reinstalled  after  the 
head  is  replaced.  Since  the  piping 
contains  “stagnant”  primary  coolant  at 
system  temperature  and  pressure,  there 
exists  the  potential  for  intergranular 
stress  corrosion  cracking  of  the  many 
welds  in  the  system,  increasing  the 
potential  for  leakage.  Consequently, 
these  welds  are  subject  to  the 
augmented  inspection  requirements  of 
NUREG-0313.  The  piping  constitutes  one 
more  potential  source  for  a  high  energy 
line  break  and  for  pipe  whip.  Since  all  of 
the  BWR-4S  have  demonstrated  that 
there  is  no  need  for  the  RHR  head  spray 
and  since  removing  the  piping  inside 
containment  enhances  plant  safety,  the 
NRC  has  approved  removal  of  this 
system  in  most  BWR-4s.  Limerick  Unit  1 
is  one  of  the  minority  that  has  so  far 
retained  the  RHR  head  spray  system. 

The  proposed  application  requests 
NRC  approval  for  removal  of  the  RHR 
head  spray  piping  and  associated 


valves,  and  for  blanking  off  the 
associated  primary  containment 
penetration  and  the  existing  reactor 
head  spray  piping  stubout  used  for  the 
head  spray.  At  present,  there  is  a 
seismic  monitor  (XR-VA-151)  located  on 
the  head  spray  piping.  The  licensee 
proposes  to  relocate  this  monitor  to 
place  it  directly  on  the  reactor  head  at 
the  nozzle  presently  used  for  the  head 
spray  piping  penetration.  This  seismic 
monitor  has  to  be  removed  (and 
subsequently  replaced)  each  time  the 
vessel  head  is  removed.  The  present  TSs 
require  that  whenever  the  seismic 
monitor  is  inoperable  •  and 
disconnecting  the  monitor  renders  it 
inoperable  -  a  special  report  has  to  be 
submitted  to  the  Commission. 

The  proposed  changes  to  the  TSs 
would  eliminate  all  references  to  the 
RHR  head  spray  piping  and  isolation 
valves,  instruments  and  controls.  The 
changes  would  also  eliminate  the 
requirement  for  a  special  report  to  the 
Commission  when  the  seismic  monitor 
XR-VA-151  is  inoperable  because  it  had 
to  be  disconnected  to  remove  the 
reactor  vessel  head. 

The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
signiflcant  hazards  determination  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92(c).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license 
involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  (2)  create  the  possibility  of  a 
new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated:  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee's  analysis  contained  in 
their  September  29, 1988  letter  states  the 
following  in  response  to  the  three  NRC 
criteria  referenced  above  with  respect  to 
the  changes  to  the  TSs  to  delete  the 
isolation  valves  and  instrumentation 
associated  with  permanent  removal  of 
the  RHR  head  spray  piping: 

(1)  Operation  of  the  plant  under  the 
proposed  Technical  Specifications  after 
removal  of  the  RHR  Head  Spray  piping  and 
associated  valves  along  with  blanking  the 
associated  primary  containment  penetration, 
would  not  involve  a  significant  increase  in 
the  probability  or  consequences  of  an 
accident  previously  evaluated. 

Three  areas  were  previously  evaluated  in 
the  FSAR  regarding  the  reactor  head  spray 
piping: 

•  Primary  Containment  Isolation  -  FSAR 
Section  6.2 

•  Seismic  Analysis  -  FSAR  Section  3.7.4 

•  Pipe  Whip  Analysis  -  FSAR  Section  3.6 
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The  Reactor  Head  Spray  piping  removal 
modification  was  reviewed  and  found  to  be 
acceptable  in  the  above  referenced  FSAR 
areas. 

•  The  primary  containment  isolation  will 
be  maintained  after  removal  of  the  Reactor 
Head  Spray  piping  by  welding  a  closure  on 
the  outboard  containment  side  of  penetration 
17.  The  penetration  is  included  in  the 
Inservice  Inspection  (ISI)  program  and  the 
integrity  of  the  weld^  closure  will  be 
verified  by  periodic  testing. 

•  Seismic  Category  I  piping,  hangers  and 
snubbers  on  the  RHR  Head  Spray  would  be 
removed  by  the  proposed  modification.  Stress 
calculations  have  been  reviewed  and 
appropriately  revised  to  assure  that  any 
remaining  components  are  not  impacted. 

•  Any  potential  pipe  whip  problems  would 
be  eliminated  by  removal  of  the  pipe  and 
pipe  supports,  as  proposed.  Further,  Licensee 
has  reviewed  the  potential  effects  of  the 
proposed  removal  in  previous  evaluations  in 
the  areas  of  Fire  Protection,  Electrical 
Separation,  Environmental  Qualification, 
Inservice  Inspection,  and  Piping  Stresses. 
Evaluations  in  these  areas  did  not  uncover 
any  areas  of  safety  significance. 

Based  on  these  reviews,  the  Licensee 
concludes  that  the  RHR  Head  Spray 
modifications  do  not  involve  a  significant 
increase  in  the  probability  or  consequences 
of  an  accident  previously  evaluated. 

(2)  Operation  of  the  plant  under  the 
propos^  Technical  Specifications  after 
removal  of  the  Reactor  Head  Spray  System 
along  with  blanking  the  primary  containment 
penetration  would  not  create  the  possibility 
of  a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated. 

Removal  of  the  RHR  Head  ^>ray  piping 
and  blanking  the  primary  containment 
penetration  eliminates  the  piping  from  being 
a  potential  pipe  whip  problem  and  removes 
the  containment  penetration  as  a  potential 
leakage  source.  No  credit  has  been  taken  for 
the  RHR  Head  Spray  in  the  mitigation  or 
prevention  of  an  accident,  therefore,  the 
modification  does  not  create  the  possibility  of 
new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from  any 
accident  previously  evaluated. 

(3)  Operation  of  the  plant  under  the 
proposed  Technical  Specifications  after 
removal  of  the  RHR  Head  Spray  and 
associated  valves  along  with  blanking  the 
primary  containment  penetration,  would  not 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a  margin  of 
safety. 

The  integrity  of  the  reactor  pressure 
boundary  after  removal  of  the  RHR  Head 
Spray  would  be  maintained  by  a  blank  flange 
installed  over  the  Reactor  Head  Spray  nozzle. 
The  reactor  pressure  boundary  would  then 
become  part  of  the  Inservice  Inspection  (ISI) 
program  and  would  be  hydrostatically  tested 
each  time  the  reactor  head  is  reinstalled  on 
the  reactor  vessel.  TTie  primary  containment 
penetration  will  be  welded  closed  on  the 
outboard  side  of  the  containment  penetration 
and  will  be  periodically  tested  for  integrity 
during  scheduled  integrated  leak  rate  testing. 
The  seismic  category  1  piping,  hangers  and 
snubbers  and  containment  isolation  valves 
on  the  Head  Spray  piping  would  be  removed 
by  the  proposed  modification. 

Therefore,  the  RHR  Head  Spray 
modification  would  not  involve  a  reduction  in 


a  margin  of  safety.  Based  on  the  three 
standards  discussed  above,  operation  of  the 
facility  subsequent  to  removal  of  the  RHR 
Head  Spray  along  with  die  associated 
primary  containment  isolation  valves, 
involves  No  Significant  Hazard 
Considerations. 

The  licensee  separately  evaluated  the 
deletion  from  the  TSs  of  the  special 
report  when  seismic  monitor  XR-VA-151 
is  inoperable  solely  because  it  has  to  be 
disconnected  to  remove  the  reactor 
vessel  head.  With  respect  to  the  three 
NRC  criteria  in  10  CFR  50.92,  the 
licensee  stated: 

(1)  Operation  of  the  plant  under  the 
proposed  Technical  Specihcations  in  regard 
to  changing  the  operability  reporting 
requirements  for  seismic  monitor  XR-VA-151 
whenever  the  reactor  head  has  been 
removed,  would  not  involve  a  significant 
increase  in  the  probability  or  consequences 
of  an  accident  previously  evaluated. 

The  Seismic  monitor  would  continue  to 
function  under  the  proposed  amendment 
whenever  the  reactor  head  is  installed  on  the 
reactor  vessel.  When  the  reactor  head  has 
been  removed  from  the  reactor  vessel,  the 
seismic  monitor  will  become  inoperable  by 
necessity  and  presently  is  reportable  after  30 
days  under  the  existing  Technical 
Specifications. 

The  purpose  of  the  existing  requirement  is 
to  report  unexpected  seismic  monitor 
malfunctions  during  periods  when  monitors 
are  required  to  be  operable.  Eliminating  the 
requirement  for  submission  of  a  special 
report  when  only  one  seismic  monitor 
becomes  inoperable  for  more  than  30  days, 
during  the  course  of  normal  activities  taking 
place  with  the  reactor  head  removal,  will  not 
affect  the  reporting  requirements  for  the 
monitor  under  any  other  operating 
conditions.  Following  the  reinstallation  of  the 
reactor  head,  the  seismic  monitor  will  be 
reccmnected  and  its  operability  re¬ 
established.  The  repeating  requirements  for 
other  seismic  monitors  would  not  be  affected 
by  this  proposed  change. 

The  int«it  of  the  specification  for  reporting 
seismic  monitor  malfunction  would  continue 
under  the  proposed  amendment.  Lack  of  a 
report  whenever  the  reactor  head  is  removed, 
does  not  aB'ect  the  intent  of  the  specification 
which  is  to  accrue  date  on  unexpected 
seismic  monitor  malfunctions  and  on  the 
reliability  of  the  monitors,  rather  than  on 
intentional  disconnections  of  a  monitor. 

Therefore,  deletion  of  the  reportability 
requirement  under  these  expected  conditions 
would  not  involve  a  significant  increase  in 
the  probability  or  consequences  of  an 
accident  previously  evaluated. 

(2)  Operation  of  the  plant  under  the 
propos^  Technical  Specifications  in  regard 
to  changing  the  operability  reporting 
requirements  for  Seismic  Monitor  XR-VA-151 
whenever  the  reactor  head  has  been  removed 
would  not  create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  an  accident  from  any 
accident  previously  evaluated. 

After  completion  of  the  proposed  Head 
Spray  removal  modification,  a  blanking 
flange  on  the  reactor  nozzle  would  maintain 
the  reactor  pressure  boundary.  Seismic 


monitor  XR-VA-151  would  be  remounted  at 
the  time  to  the  new  blanking  flange  on  top  of 
the  reactor  vessel  head.  No  other  changes  are 
being  proposed  for  seismic  monitor  XR-VA- 
151.  Also,  the  reportability  requirements 
would  not  be  changed  for  any  other  monitor 
except  XR-VA-151  under  the  proposed 
amendment.  Changing  the  reportability 
requirements  for  seismic  monitor  XR-VA-151 
when  the  reactor  head  has  been  removed 
does  not  affect  any  plant  safe  shutdown 
capabilities. 

Therefore,  elimination  of  the  reportability 
requirements  without  making  changes  to  the 
location  or  to  the  normal  operability  status  of 
the  seismic  monitor  would  not  create  the 
possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated. 

(3)  Operation  of  the  plant  under  the 
proposed  Technical  Specification  in  regard  to 
changing  the  operability  reporting 
requirements  for  Seismic  Monitor  XR-VA-151 
whenever  the  reactor  head  has  been  removed 
would  not  involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  Seismic  Mcmitoring  System  provides 
information  to  the  operators  after  a  seismic 
event  and  does  not  perform  any  direct  plant 
shutdown  function  or  affect  plant  operation. 
When  monitor  XR-VA-151  becomes 
inoperable  during  times  the  RPV  head  is 
removed,  it  does  not  provide  any  information 
following  a  seismic  event  occurring  during 
that  period.  Other  monitors  in  the  plant 
remain  operable  and  would  provide  this 
information.  The  lack  of  post-seismic  data 
from  seismic  monitor  XR-VA-151  would 
remain  the  same  whether  or  not  a  special 
report  was  submitted  to  the  Commission. 
Elimination  of  the  Special  Report  «vhen 
seismic  monitor  XR-VA-151  is  inoperable 
during  times  when  the  RPV  head  is  removed, 
does  not  involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety.  The  lade  of  seismic 
information  from  seismic  monitor  XR-VA-151 
after  any  seismic  event  when  the  reactor 
head  is  removed,  would  not  aB'ect  the  safety 
of  the  plant.  Seismic  monitors  provide 
information  to  reinforce  and  verify  previous 
seismic  calculations.  Other  monitors  in  the 
plant  would  provide  this  information  when 
XR-VA-151  is  not  operable. 

Based  on  the  three  standards  discussed 
above,  operation  of  the  facility  after  changing 
the  seismic  monitor  reportability 
requirements  in  the  Technical  Specifications, 
involves  No  Significant  Hazards 
Considerations. 

The  staff  has  reviewed  the  licensee’s 
analyses  and  agrees  with  it.  Therefore, 
we  conclude  that  the  amendment 
satisfies  the  three  criteria  listed  in  10 
CFR  50.92(c).  Based  on  that  conclusion, 
the  staff  proposes  to  determine  that  the 
proposed  license  amendment  does  not 
involve  a  significant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Pottstown  Public  Library,  500 
High  Street,  Pottstown,  Pennsylvania 
19464. 
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Attorney  for  licensee:  Conner  and 
Wetterhahn,  1747  Pennsylvania  Avenue, 
NW., Washington,  DC  20006 

NRC  Project  Director.  Walter  R. 

Butler 

Power  Authority  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  Docket  No.  50*333,  James  A. 
FitzPatrick  Nuclear  Power  Plant, 

Oswego,  New  York 

Date  of  amendment  request:  April  14, 
1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  revise 
the  Technical  Specification  (TC)  Section 
4.6.G.1  to  resolve  a  conflict  with  the 
corresponding  Bases  section.  Section 
4.6.G.1  specifies  surveillance 
requirements  to  verify  jet  pump 
performance.  The  revision  would  reduce 
the  maximum  permissible  recirculation 
loop  flow  imbalance  between 
recirculation  loops  fi^m  15  percent  to  10 
percent  when  the  recirculation  pumps 
are  operated  at  the  same  speed,  which 
would  then  agree  with  the  limits  stated 
in  the  TS  Bases  section.  The  10  percent 
value  is  consistent  with  the  TS  Bases, 
NRC  staff  and  industry  guidance. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92.  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  a  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  Involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  Create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  previously  evaluated;  or  (3)  Involve 
a  significant  reduction  in  a  margin  of 
safety. 

The  licensee  has  determined,  that  the 
proposed  TS  change  will  not  involve  a 
significant  hazards  consideration.  The 
proposed  change  will  not  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated  in  that  the  effect  is  to  bring 
the  TS  section  into  agreement  with  the 
actual  practice  and  the  TS  Bases 
section.  The  proposed  change  is 
administrative  in  nature  and  as  such 
does  not  involve  hardware  or 
procedural  changes  to  the  facility.  The 
proposed  change  will  not  create  the 
possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident  since  it  does  not  involve  an 
actual  change  to  present  operating 
criteria  and  as  stated  previously  does 
not  involve  any  facility  hardware  or 
procedural  changes.  The  proposed 
change  does  not  involve  a  reduction  in 
the  margin  of  safety  because  the  change 


is  administrative  in  nature.  In  fact,  the 
proposed  change  increases  the 
probability  that  a  jet  pump  failure  will 
be  promptly  identified  by  the  operators 
since  the  effect  is  to  reduce  the  jet  pump 
performance  surveillance  acceptance 
limit.  The  10  percent  figure  complies 
with  the  General  Electric  Company’s 
Service  Information  Letter  No.  330, 
which  verifies  that  the  10  percent  value 
is  the  proper  limit. 

The  staff  has  reviewed  the  licensee’s 
no  significant  hazards  consideration 
determination.  Based  on  the  review  and 
the  above  discussions,  the  staff 
proposes  to  determine  that  the  proposed 
changes  do  not  involve  a  significant 
hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  State  University  of  New  York, 
Penfield  Library,  Reference  and 
Documents  Department,  Oswego,  New 
York  13126. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Mr.  Charles  M. 
Pratt,  10  Columbus  Circle,  New  York, 
New  York  10019. 

NRC  Project  Director:  Robert  A. 

Capra,  Director 

Power  Authority  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  Docket  No.  50-333,  James  A. 
FitzPatrick  Nuclear  Power  Plant, 
Oswego,  New  York 

Date  of  amendment  request: 

September  13, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
The  licensee  provided,  in  part,  the 
following  description:  'The  application 
for  amendment  proposes  changes  to 
page  4,  Table  3.1-1  and  Table  3.2-1  of  the 
Technical  Specifications  (TS).  The 
change  to  page  4  would  delete  the 
reactor  protection  scram  bypass  from 
the  definition  of  Startup/Hot  Standby. 
The  change  to  Table  3.1-1  would  delete 
the  requirement  for  a  reactor  scram  on 
main  steam  isolation  valve  (MSIV) 
closure  in  the  refuel  and  the  startup 
modes.  Also  note  3  to  this  Table,  which 
established  1005  psig  as  the  reactor 
pressure  below  which  the  scram  is 
bypassed,  will  be  deleted.  The  change  to 
Table  3.2-1  involves  adding  a  reference 
to  note  7  for  the  low  condenser  vacuum 
trip  of  the  MSIVs  to  indicate  that  the  trip 
is  functional  only  in  the  run  mode.  Note 
8  to  Table  3.2-1,  which  already  refers  to 
the  low  condenser  vaccum  trip  of  the 
MSIVs,  would  be  changed  to  read, 
“Bypassed  when  mode  switch  is  not  in 
run  mode  and  turbine  stop  valves  are 
closed."  This  would  remove  the 
requirement  that  reactor  pressure  be 
less  than  1005  psig  before  the  bypass 
occurs. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 


significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92.  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  wiA  a  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  Involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  Create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
Involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee  has  evaluated  the 
proposed  amendment  against  the 
standards  in  10  CFR  50.92  and  the 
licensees’  findings  are  summarized 
below: 

1.  The  proposed  change  does  not 
increase  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated.  Pressure  switches  set  at  1005 
psig  were  installed  a  few  years  ago  after 
instability  was  observed  in  an  early 
European  Boiling  Water  Reactor  during 
its  startup.  However,  a  series  of  recent 
reactivity  and  pressue  perturbation  tests 
conducted  as  part  of  the  startup  test 
program  at  Browns  Ferry  (a  typical 
BWR  4  design  of  the  FitzPatrick  type) 
showed  that  following  the  initial 
disturbance,  all  parameters  returned  to 
steady  state  values  and  the  reactor 
stabilized. 

In  addition,  since  the  switches  are  set 
to  bypass  up  to  the  normal  reactor 
operating  pressure  of  1005  psig,  the 
pressures  which  would  allow  the  scram 
on  MSIV  closure  and  main  steam  line 
isolation  on  low  condenser  vacuum 
when  the  turbine  stop  valves  are  closed 
are  outside  the  range  of  pressures  for 
the  refuel  and  startup  modes.  Thus, 
scram  and  isolation  functions  are 
bypassed  and  the  pressure  switches  are 
not  necessary.  The  consequences  of 
inadvertent  MSIV  closure  in  the  refuel 
or  startup  modes  at  or  below  1005  psig 
will  remain  unchanged  with  the  removal 
of  the  switches.  In  the  startup  mode,  the 
reactor  power  is  between  approximately 
0-15%  of  full  power  and  the  peak  reactor 
pressure  and  the  critical  power  ratio 
responses  are  significantly  below  the 
limits  established  for  transients  during 
full  power  operation. 

In  startup  mode,  the  Intermediate 
Range  Monitor  (IRM)  subsystem  and  the 
Average  Power  Range  Monitor  (APRM) 
subsystem  provide  signals  to  the 
Reactor  Protection  System  (RPS)  to 
shutdown  the  reactor.  If  MSIV  closure 
occurs  while  the  reactor  is  in  the  startup 
mode,  the  reactor  wilt  scram  on  high 
neutron  flux  or  high  reactor  pressure. 
The  overpressure  protection  analysis, 
for  the  limiting  event  of  MSIV  closure  at 
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100%  power  terminated  by  the  high 
neutron  flux  scram,  provides  the 
bounding  analysis  for  the  pressure 
transient.  If  a  loss  of  condenser  vacuum 
event  occurs  during  refuel  or  startup 
modes,  the  turbine  bypass  valves  would 
close  to  isolate  the  condenser,  and 
operator  action  can  be  taken  to 
manually  close  the  MSIVs  if  necessary. 
Therefore,  removal  of  pressure  switches 
and  deletion  of  scram  and  isolation 
functions  does  not  increase  the 
probability  or  the  consequences  of  an 
accident. 

2.  The  proposed  change  will  not  create 
the  possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind 
of  accident  hrom  any  previously 
evaluated.  The  purpose  for  which  the 
pressure  switches  were  installed  does 
not  exist  (as  discussed  above).  With  the 
switches  set  for  bypass  at  1005  psig 
(which  is  above  the  full  range  of  reactor 
pressures  for  refuel  and  startup  modes), 
scram  on  MSIV  closure  and  isolation  on 
low  condenser  vacuum  during  refuel  and 
startup  modes  of  operation  are 
bypassed.  Therefore,  the  pressure 
switches  are  not  used  for  any  safety 
function  and  no  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident  can  be  created  by  the  removal 
of  these  switches  and  deletion  of  the 
scram  and  isolation  functions. 

3.  The  proposed  amendment  will  not 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  the 
margin  of  safety.  The  current  setpoint 
for  the  pressure  switches  bypass  the 
scram  and  isolation  functions  for  the  full 
range  of  reactor  pressures  in  the  refuel 
and  startup  modes.  Furthermore,  the 
operating  limits  of  the  plant  are  not 
determined  by  the  setpoint  of  these 
switches.  The  limiting  plant  transients 
are  still  those  initiated  from  full  power 
operation  and  not  from  operation  in  the 
refuel  or  startup  modes  with  the  scram 
and  isolation  bypass.  Therefore,  the 
operating  limits  and  the  limiting  safety 
system  settings  remain  unchanged  and 
the  margin  of  safety  is  not  reduced. 

The  staff  has  reviewed  the  licensee’s 
no  significant  hazards  consideration 
determination.  Based  on  the  review  and 
the  above  discussions,  the  staff 
proposes  to  determine  that  the  proposed 
changes  do  not  involve  a  significant 
hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  State  University  of  New  York, 
Penfield  Library,  Reference  and 
Documents  Department,  Oswego,  New 
York  13126. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Mr.  Charles  M. 
Pratt,  10  Columbus  Circle,  New  York, 
New  York  10019. 

NRC  Project  Director:  Robert  A. 
Capra,  Director 


Power  Authority  of  The  State  of  New 
York,  Docket  No.  50*286,  Indian  Point 
Nuclear  Generating  Unit  No.  3, 
Westchester  County,  New  York 

Date  of  amendment  request:  August 
16, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  revise 
the  'Technical  Specifications  to 
streamline  the  Monthly  Operating 
Report  to  conform  to  that  of  the 
Standard  Technical  Specifications. 
Redundancy  within  the  current  Monthly 
Operating  Report  will  be  eliminated, 
and  the  reporting  of  safety  and  relief 
valve  challenges  will  be  provided  on  a 
more  frequent  basis  by  including  this 
information  within  the  monthly  rather 
than  the  annual  report.  The  Monthly 
Operating  Report  will  continue  to 
provide  the  information  outlined  in 
Regulatory  Guide  1.16. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92.  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  in  accordance  with  a  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  Involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated:  or  (2)  Create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  an  accident 
from  any  accident  previously  evaluated; 
or  (3)  Involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee  made  the  following 
analysis  of  these  changes: 

(1)  Does  the  proposed  license  amendment 
involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated? 

Response 

The  proposed  changes  described  and 
evaluated  above  do  not  involve  a  significant 
increase  in  the  probability  or  consequences 
of  an  accident  previously  evaluated.  Revising 
the  wording  of  the  section  on  Monthly 
Operating  Reports  does  not  alter  any  system 
or  subsystem  and  will  not  change  the 
conclusions  of  either  the  FSAR  or  SER 
accident  analysis. 

(2)  Does  the  proposed  license  amendment 
create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or  different 
kind  of  accident  from  any  previously 
evaluated? 

Response 

These  changes  do  not  create  the  possibility 
of  a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated.  The 
proposed  changes  do  not  involve  any  changes 
to  the  hardware,  operability,  surveillance,  or 
record-keeping  requirements  of  the  facility.  In 
addition,  safety  and  relief  valve  challenges 
will  subsequently  be  reported  on  a  more 
frequent  basis. 

(3)  Does  the  proposed  amendment  involve 
a  significant  reduction  in  a  margin  of  safety? 

Response 


The  proposed  changes  do  not  involve  a 
reduction  in  a  margin  of  safety  since  they  do 
not  in  any  way  affect  the  availability, 
operability,  or  surveillance  requirements  of 
any  equipment  within  the  facility.  The 
changes  revise  the  wording  of  the  IPS 
Technical  Specifications  section  concerning 
monthly  reporting  requirements  to  conform  to 
that  of  the  Standard  Technical  Specifications. 

Based  on  the  above,  the  staff  proposes 
to  determine  that  the  proposed  Ganges 
do  not  involve  a  significant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  White  Plains  Public  Library, 

100  Martine  Avenue,  White  Wains,  New 
York  10601. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Mr.  Charles  M. 
Pratt,  10  Columbus  Circle,  New  York, 
New  York  10019. 

NRC  Project  Director:  Robert  A. 

Capra,  Director 

Power  Authority  of  The  State  of  New 
York,  Docket  No.  50-286,  Indian  Point 
Nuclear  Generating  Unit  No.  3, 
Westchester  County,  New  York 

Date  of  amendment  request  August 
23, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request  By 
NRC  Generic  Letter  84-13  dated  May  3, 
1984,  ‘Technical  Specifications  for 
Snubbers,"  an  option  was  provided  to 
delete  snubber  listings  ffom  a  plant's 
Technical  Specifications.  The  proposed 
amendment  will  revise  the  Technical 
Specifications  by  deleting  the  snubber 
listing  (Table  3.13-1)  while  maintaining 
operability,  surveillance,  and  record¬ 
keeping  requirements. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92.  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  in  accordance  with  a  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  Involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  Create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated:  or  (3) 
Involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee  made  the  following 
analysis  of  these  changes: 

1.  Does  the  proposed  license  amendment 
involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated? 

Response 

The  proposed  changes  described  and 
evaluated  above  do  not  involve  a  significant 
increase  in  the  probability  or  consequences 
of  an  accident  previously  evaluated.  The 
proposed  changes  do  not  alter  any  system  or 
subsystem  and  will  not  change  the 
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conclusions  of  either  the  FSAR  or  the  SER 
accident  analysis. 

2.  Does  the  proposed  license  amendment 
create  the  possibility  of  a  different  kind  of 
accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated? 

Response 

These  changes  do  not  create  the  possibility 
of  a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated.  The 
changes  do  not  involve  hardware  or 
procedural  changes  to  the  facility.  Deletion  of 
the  snubber  listing  from  the  Technical 
Specifications  does  not  affect  safety-related 
snubber  operability,  surveillance  or  record¬ 
keeping  requirements,  and  thus  cannot  create 
the  possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident.  A  listing  of  all  the  safety-related 
snubbers  is  maintained  as  part  of  the 
surveillance  performance  test  procedures, 
which  is  a  controlled  document. 

3.  Does  the  proposed  amendment  involve  a 
significant  reduction  in  a  margin  of  safety? 

Response 

The  proposed  changes  do  not  involve  a 
reduction  in  a  margin  of  safety  since  they  do 
not  in  any  way  reduce  the  availability  of  the 
snubbers  that  are  provided  to  ensure  that  the 
structural  integrity  of  the  reactor  coolant  and 
all  other  safety-related  systems  are 
maintained  during  and  following  a  seismic  or 
other  event  that  induces  dynamic  loads. 

Based  on  the  above  discussion,  the 
staff  proposes  to  determine  that  the 
proposed  amendment  involves  no 
significant  hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  White  Plains  Public  Library, 

100  Martine  Avenue,  White  Plains,  New 
York  10601. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Mr.  Charles  M. 
Pratt,  10  Columbus  Circle,  New  York, 
New  York  10019. 

NRC  Project  Director:  Robert  A. 
Capra,  Director 

Public  Service  Company  of  Colorado, 
Docket  No.  50-267,  Fort  St.  Vrain 
Nuclear  Generating  Station,  Weld 
County,  Colorado 

Date  of  amendment  request: 
September  23, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
This  amendment  request  results  from 
the  licensee’s  need  to  have  a  500  curie 
source  of  cesium-137  on  site  to  perform 
calibration  of  a  high  range  detection 
instrumentation.  Amendment  41  to  the 
Fort  St.  Vrain  Technical  Specifications 
directed  Public  Service  Company  of 
Colorado  to,  at  a  future  time,  replace  the 
listing  of  specific  isotopes  with  a 
statement  similar  to  that  now  requested 
in  2.c.(4).  The  current  Radiological 
Control  Program  maintains  adequate 
control  of  the  use  and  storage  of 
calibration  sources.  This  will  serve  to 
place  the  Fort  St.  Vrain  License  in  a 
format  more  similar  to  the  recently 
issued  Licenses. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 


The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92(c).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety.  The  licensee  provided 
an  analysis  that  addressed  the  above 
three  standards  in  the  amendment 
application  as  follows: 

The  proposed  change  does  not  involve  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  because 
operation  of  FSV  in  accordance  with  this 
change  would  not: 

(1)  involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated.  The  use  of  sources  for 
calibration  purposes  does  not  effect  the 
design  or  function  of  any  plant  system/ 
component.  The  updating  of  this  license 
condition  to  not  specify  individual  isotopes 
will  allow  more  flexibility,  and  is  being  done 
based  on  an  NRC  recommendation. 

(2)  create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident  from  any  accident 
previously  evaluated.  The  calibration  of 
detection  instrumentation  does  not  create  the 
possibility  of  any  accident  different  from 
those  already  analyzed.  Non-specific 
designation  of  the  calibration  sources  will  not 
create  any  new  failure  modes. 

(3)  involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety.  There  is  no  margin  of  safety 
associated  with  calibration  source  strength. 

Further,  reformatting  the  license  does  not 
alter  the  requirements  expressed  in  the 
License. 

The  staff  has  reviewed  the  licensee’s 
no  significant  hazards  consideration 
determination.  Based  on  the  review  and 
the  above  discussions,  the  staff 
proposes  to  determine  that  the  proposed 
changes  do  not  involve  significant 
hazards  considerations. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Greeley  Public  Library,  City 
Complex  Building,  Greeley,  Colorado 

Attorney  for  licensee:  James  K. 
Tarpey,  Public  Service  Company 
Building,  Room  900,  550  15th  Street, 
Denver,  Colorado  80202 

NRC  Project  Director:  Jose  A.  Calvo 

Public  Service  Company  of  Colorado, 
Docket  No.  50-267,  Fort  St.  Vrain 
Nuclear  Generating  Station,  Weld 
County,  Colorado 

Date  of  amendment  request:  October 
13, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
The  proposed  Amendment  would 
modify  Technical  Specification  Section 


LCO  4.4.1,  which  provides  a  listing  of 
the  Plant  Protective  System  (PPS) 
instrumentation  parameters  and  the 
associated  bases.  The  PPS  is  the  reactor 
protective  circuitry  and  the  circuitry 
oriented  towards  protecting  various 
plant  components  from  major  damage. 

The  Technical  Specification  LCO  4.4.1 
has  been  modified  to  clarify  the  time 
permitted  to  reset  trip  setpoints  per  the 
detector  decalibration  curve,  Figure  3.3- 
1,  for  the  linear  channel  -  high  neutron 
flux  channels  following  a  power 
reduction. 

If  the  linear  channel  -  high  neutron 
flux  channels  are  outside  their 
Allowable  Values,  they  must  be 
considered  inoperable  and  the 
appropriate  actions  apply.  The  linear 
channel  -  high  neutron  flux  RWP  and 
scram  will  be  available  but  may  not  be 
set  properly.  The  Technical 
Specifications  currently  requires  a  plant 
shutdown  within  12  hours.  There  are 
various  plant  situations  where  power 
level  is  automatically  reduced  and  the 
applicable  Trip  Setpoints  for  the  linear 
channel  -  high  neutron  flux  channels 
change. 

To  avoid  unnecessary  shutdown 
requirements  after  control  rod  runback 
or  power  reduction  events,  the  licensee 
proposes  that  an  action  be  added  to  the 
Technical  Specifications  that  allows  12 
hours  after  a  power  reduction  to  regain 
compliance  with  Figure  3.3-1  for  linear 
channel  -  high  neutron  flux.  This  added 
action  provides  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  to  regain  compliance,  either  by 
adjusting  the  Trip  Setpoints  or  by 
changing  power  level.  During  this  time, 
the  linear  channel  -  high  neutron  flux 
RWP  and  scram,  (which  may  improperly 
set),  and  the  reheat  steam  temperature- 
high  scram  provide  protection  against  an 
unexpected  increase  in  power  level.  The 
likelihood  of  a  rod  withdrawal  accident 
(for  which  these  scram  parameters 
provide  protection)  is  small.  The  24  hour 
orderly  shutdown  requirement  reduces 
rapid  transients  on  plant  components 
and  is  consistent  with  actions  included 
in  the  Technical  Specification  Upgrade 
Program. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92(c).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated:  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
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a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety.  The  licensee  provided 
an  analysis  that  addressed  the  above 
three  standards  in  the  amendment 
application  as  follows: 

The  proposed  amendment  does  not  involve 
a  significant  hazards  consideration  because 
operation  of  the  Fort  St.  Vrain  Nuclear 
Generating  Station  in  accordance  with  this 
change  would  not: 

(1)  Involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated. 

The  linear  channel  -  high  neutron  flux 
parameters  are  part  of  the  Plant  Protective 
System  (PPS).  The  primary  function  of  the 
linear  channel  -  high  neutron  flux  parameters 
is  to  provide  a  scram  prior  to  reactor  power 
exceeding  140%  of  rated  power.  Additional 
protection  is  provided  by  a  rod  withdrawal 
prohibit  prior  to  reactor  power  exceeding 
120%  of  rated  power.  These  high  neutron  flux 
scram  and  RWP  actions  are  backed  up  by  the 
PPS  reheat  steam  temperature  -  high  scram. 
Section  14.2.2  of  the  FSAR  analyzes  accident 
scenarios  that  would  produce  reactor  power 
levels  of  140%  of  rated  power.  The  condition 
that  is  most  likely  to  cause  an  increase  in 
power  level  of  this  nature  is  a  rod  withdrawal 
accident.  Section  14.2.2.6  analyzes  maximum 
worth  control  rod  pair  withdrawal  at  full 
power.  Included  are  scenarios  where  the 
reactor  is  scrammed  88  seconds  and  105 
seconds  after  accident  initiation  by  the 
reheat  steam  temperature  -  high  scram.  These 
accident  analyses  are  not  modified  by  this 
amendment. 

(2)  Create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident  from  any  accident 
previously  evaluated. 

FSAR  Section  14.2.2  contains  the  analysis 
of  core  reactivity  accidents.  Permitting  a 
reasonable  amount  of  time  to  regain 
compliance  with  Figure  3.3-1  for  the  linear 
channel  -  high  neutron  flux  channels  and  a 
reasonable  amount  of  time  to  shut  down  the 
reactor  in  an  orderly  manner  does  not  change 
that  analysis. 

(3)  Involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  margin  of  safety  against  an  increase  in 
reactivity  accident  is  provided  by  flve 
protective  actions  identified  in  FSAR  Section 
14.2.2.1.  This  amendment  clarifies  the  time 
that  is  available  to  regain  compliance  with 
Figure  3.3-1  for  two  of  these  protective 
actions  following  a  power  reduction  that 
changes  the  applicable  trip  setpionts  for  the 
linear  channels.  Any  reduction  of  safety 
during  this  time  is  not  significant  in  that  all 
five  protective  actions  are  available.  (The 
RWP  and  scram  for  the  linear  channels  may 
be  improperly  set  on  an  interim  bases.)  The 
effectiveness  of  the  other  three  protective 
actions  is  analyzed  in  FSAR  Section  14.2.2.6. 
The  other  protective  actions  include  reheat 
steam  temperature  -  high  scram,  manual 
scram,  and  manual  actuation  of  the  reserve 
shutdown  system. 

In  this  requested  revision  to  LCO  4.4.1  for 
the  power  reduction  situation,  12  hours  would 
be  permitted  to  ensure  proper  trip  setpoints 
for  the  linear  channel  -  high  neutron  flux 


channels.  This  could  include  either  adjusting 
the  trip  setpoints  for  the  lower  power  level,  or 
increasing  reactor  power,  if  appropriate. 

Also,  24  hours  would  be  permitted  to  effect 
an  orderly  shutdown  of  the  reactor  in  the 
unlikely  event  that  compliance  with  Figure 
3.3-1  could  not  be  regained.  Interim  Technical 
Specification  LCO  3.1.5  permits  4  hours  to 
restore  the  control  rods  to  an  acceptable 
configuration  following  a  control  rod 
runback.  The  resetting  of  the  trip  setpoints 
must  be  done  after  the  control  rods  are 
restored  to  an  acceptable  configuration.  The 
twelve  hours  includes  time  to  position  the 
control  rods  to  conform  to  the  requirements 
of  interim  Technical  Specification  LCO  3.1.5. 

PSC  considers  this  change  to  LCO  4.4.1 
justified  because  adequate  protective  actions 
remain  in  place  and  a  rod  withdrawal 
accident  is  a  low  probability  event.  During 
the  interval  in  which  the  high  neutron  flux 
scram  trip  setpoint  may  not  be  in  compliance 
with  Figure  3.3-1,  the  reheat  steam 
temperature  -  high  scram  would  be  available 
to  protect  against  an  unexpected  increase  in 
reactor  power.  The  RWP  and  scram  due  to 
high  neutron  flux  would  be  available  but  mat 
not  actuate  by  the  120%  or  140%  analyzed 
values.  The  manual  scram  is  also  available  in 
addition  to  the  automatic  scram  and  RWP 
actions. 

The  staff  has  reviewed  the  licensee’s 
no  significant  hazards  considerations 
determination.  Based  on  the  review  and 
the  above  discussions,  the  staff 
proposes  to  determine  that  the  proposed 
changes  do  not  involve  a  significant 
hazards  determination. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Greeley  Public  Library,  City 
Complex  Building,  Greeley,  Colorado 

Attorney  for  licensee:  J.  K.  Tarpey, 
Public  Service  Company  Building,  Room 
900,  550 15th  Street,  Denver,  Colorado 
80202 

NRC  Project  Director:  Jose  A.  Calvo 

Public  Service  Company  of  Colorado, 
Docket  No.  50-267,  Fort  St.  Vrain 
Nuclear  Generating  Station,  Weld 
County,  Colorado 

Date  of  amendment  request:  October 
14, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
The  amendment  would  make  certain 
changes  to  Section  7  of  the  Technical 
Specifications,  concerning 
Administrative  Controls.  The  changes 
include  deletion  of  the  organizational 
charts  from  the  Technical  Specifications 
as  per  Generic  Letter  88-06  dated  March 
22, 1988.  AC  7.1.1  is  reformatted  to 
better  conform  with  the  Standard 
Technical  Specifications  (based  on 
Westinghouse  plants).  AC  7.1.1,  7.1.2, 
7.1.3,  and  7.2  have  changes  made  to 
position  titles  reflecting  a  recent 
reorganization  at  Fort  St.  Vrain. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 


standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92(c).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety.  The  licensee  provided 
an  analysis  that  addressed  the  above 
three  standards  in  the  amendment 
application  as  follows: 

A.  Specification  AC  7.1.1  is  revised  as 
follows: 

Section  1,  “RESPONSIBILITY,"  was  added 
delegating  control  room  command 
responsibility  and  corporate  responsibility 
for  overall  nuclear  plant  safety.  This  section 
directly  correlates  to  Section  6.1  of  the 
Westinghouse  Standard  Technical 
Specifications  (STS).  NUREG-0452. 

Section  2.a,  "Onsite  and  Offsite 
Organization,”  was  added  to  provide  a 
directive  for  the  establishment  and  definition 
of  lines  of  authority,  responsibility,  and 
communication  for  onsite  and  offsite 
organizations.  This  section  directly  correlates 
to  Section  6.2.1  of  the  STS.  as  amended  by 
Generic  Letter  88-06  for  deletion  of  the 
organization  charts  from  the  Technical 
Specifications  (Tech.  Specs.). 

Section  2.b(l)  designates  on-duty  shift 
minimum  shift  crew  composition  per  Table 
7.1-1.  This  section  follows  the  guidelines  of 
Generic  Letter  88-06,  and  incorporates  the 
requirements  of  Generic  Letter  88-06,  and 
incorporates  the  requirements  of  current 
Section  2.a. 

Section  2.b(2,3,4)  discuss  licensed  operator 
on-shift  requirements.  These  sections  are 
added  to  conform  to  the  formatting  effort  of 
this  amendment;  and  include  part  of  the 
current  clarification  text  following  Table  7.1-1 
and  the  requirements  of  current  Section  2.b. 

Sections  2.b(5,6,7.8,9)  are  reformatting  and 
editorial  corrections,  which  incorporate  the 
requirements  of  current  Sections  2.c,  2.d.  2.e, 
2.i.  and  the  position  titles  of  the  Fort  St.  Vrain 
(FSV)  reorganization. 

Section  2.b(10)  was  added  to  delineate 
those  requiring  a  Senior  Reactor  Operator’s 
(SRO)  license  and  those  requiring  a  Reactor 
Operator's  (RO)  license;  and  follows  the 
guidelines  of  Generic  Letter  88-06. 

Section  2.b(ll)  discusses  shift  crew 
composition  and  incorporates  the 
requirements  of  the  current  final  clarification 
paragraph  following  Table  7.1-1,  which  were 
not  included  in  proposed  Sections  2.b(2,3,4). 

Section  2.b(12)  was  added  to  delineate 
control  room  command  responsibility  in  the 
absence  of  the  Shift  Supervisor,  and  further 
expounds  on  proposed  Section  l.b. 

Table  7.1-1  was  relocated  within 
Specification  AC  7.1.1.  The  table  retains  the 
same  requirements  as  the  current  Table  7.1-1. 
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However,  the  [>age  is  reformatted  to  include 
the  applicable  notes. 

Section  3.  •TECHNICAL  ADVISORS.”  is  a 
reformatting  addition.  This  sectitm 
incorporates  the  requirements  of  current 
Section  l.c  and  2.f,  with  position  titles  per  the 
FSV  reorganization. 

Section  4.  “UNIT  STAFF 
QUALIFICATIONS.”  is  a  reformatting 
addition  and  incorporates  the  requirements  of 
current  Seciions  2.g  and  2.h.  “upon 
commencement  of  commercial  operation”  is 
deleted  since  this  stipulation  is  not 
necessary. 

Section  5,  “TRAINING,”  reformats  and 
incorporates  the  requirements  of  current 
Section  3.  “Compliance  with  Section  5.5  of 
ANSI  18.1-1971  shall  be  achieved  no  later 
than  6  months  following  commencement  of 
commercial  operation”  is  deleted  since  this 
stipulation  is  not  necessary. 

B.  Specification  AC  7.1.2  is  revised  as 
follows: 

Section  1,  Plant  Operations  Review 
Committee  (PORC)  Membership,  is  revised  to 
incorporate  position  titles  of  the  FSV 
reorganization.  No  expertise  is  deleted  from 
the  PORC,  and  the  positions  meet  the 
description  of  ANSI  N18.1. 

Sections  5.a,  5.3, 6.8  and  7  contain  a 
position  title  change  only.  Responsibility  and 
expertise  remain  the  same. 

Sections  3, 4, 9,  and  10  contain  position  title 
change  only.  Responsibility  and  expertise 
remain  the  same. 

Section  5.k,  relative  to  PORC  review  of 
every  unplanned  onsite  release  of  radioactive 
material  to  the  environs,  is  deleted.  This 
requirement  is  considered  to  be  adequately 
covered  in  Sections  5.a  through  5.g.  Also, 
several  recent  plant  Technical  Specifications 
have  been  found  not  to  include  this 
requirement  River  Bend  1,  Grand  Gulf  1, 

Nine  Mile  Point  2,  and  Palo  Verde  1.  Deletion 
of  Section  5.k  is  also  consistent  with  the 
Tech.  Spec.  Upgrade  Program  draft. 

C.  Specification  AC  7.1.3  is  revised  as 
follows: 

Section  1  contains  only  formatting  changes. 
Section  2  contains  revisions  to  the  Nuclear 
Facility  Safety  Committee  (NFSC) 
Membership  relative  to  position  titles  per  the 
FSV  reorganization.  The  actual  membership 
and  areas  of  responsibility/  expertise  remain 
the  same. 

Sections  3, 4.  and  9  contain  a  position  title 
change  only.  Responsibility  and  expertise 
remain  the  same. 

Section  lO.a  is  revised  to  delete  the 
requirement  that  each  NFSC  meeting’s 
minutes  be  approved  within  30  days 
following  ea^  meeting.  Section  10.b  was 
added  to  direct  the  preliminary  approval  of 
the  NFSC  meeting  minutes  by  the  Senior  Vice 
President,  Nuclear  Operations.  It  also  directs 
the  distribution  of  the  minutes  to  the  NFSC 
members,  and  approval  of  the  minutes  at  the 
next  NFSC  meeting.  These  revisions  will 
ensure  that  the  entire  NFSC  membership  will 
be  given  the  opportunity  to  vote  on  the 
approval  of  the  minutes  of  the  last  NFSC 
meeting. 

D.  Pages  7.1-20.  7.1-21,  7.1-22,  and  7.1-23  are 
deleted: 

Pages  7.1-20  and  7.1-21  contain  Table  7.1-1 
and  its  associated  notes  and  clarification 


information.  All  this  information  is  included 
elsewhere  in  the  proposed  amendment. 

Pages  7.1-22  and  7.1-23  contain  the 
organization  charts  (Figures  7.1-1  and  7.1-2]. 
These  charts  are  deleted  from  the  Tech. 

Specs.,  based  on  the  recommendation  of 
Generic  Letter  88-06. 

E.  Specification  AC  7.2  is  revised  as 
follows: 

Sections  b.  and  d.  contain  a  position  title 
change  only.  Re^ionsibility  and  expertise 
remain  the  same. 

Except  as  otherwise  noted  above,  this 
proposed  amendment  reformats  current 
Administrative  Controls  Specification  7.1.1 
requirements  to  better  conform  to  STS 
formatting;  deletes  organization  charts  per 
the  guidelines  of  Generic  Letter  88-06;  and 
retitles  certain  positions  in  AC  7.1.1, 7.1.2, 

7.1.3,  and  7.2  to  conform  to  the  FSV 
reorganization  begun  May  12, 1988. 

Based  on  the  above,  this  proposed  change 
does  not  involve  a  significant  hazards 
consideration  because  operation  of  FSV  in 
accordance  with  this  change  would  not: 
involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated;  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from  any 
accident  previously  evaluated;  involve  a 
significant  reduction  in  a  margin  of  safety. 

The  staff  has  reviewed  the  licensee’s 
no  signiHcant  hazards  consideration 
determination.  Based  on  the  review  and 
the  above  discussions,  the  staff 
proposes  to  determine  that  the  proposed 
changes  do  not  involve  a  significant 
hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Greeley  Public  Library,  City 
Complex  Building,  Greeley.  Colorado 
A  ttorney  for  licensee:  J.  K.  T arpey. 
Public  Service  Company  Building,  Room 
900,  550  15th  Street,  Denver,  Colorado 
80202 

NRC  Project  Director:  Jose  A.  Calvo 

Public  Service  Company  of  Colorado, 
Docket  No.  59-267,  Fort  St  Vrain 
Nuclear  Generating  Station,  Weld 
County,  Colorado 

Date  of  amendment  request:  October 
14, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
The  proposed  changes  would  modify  SR 
5.0  to  add  a  new  inservice  inspection 
criterion.  SR  5.2.1,  Prestressed  Concrete 
Reactor  Vessel  (PCRV)  and  PCRV 
Penetration  Overpressure  Surveillance 
and  its  basis  would  be  modified.  The 
modifications  would  require  testing  of 
the  overpressure  protection  assembly  in 
accordance  with  Subsection  IGV  or 
IWV  of  Section  XI  of  the  ASME  Code. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  cansideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided  guidance 
for  the  application  of  criteria  for  no 
significant  hazards  consideration 
determination  by  providing  examples  of 
amendments  that  are  considered  not 


likely  to  involve  a  significant  hazards 
consideration  (51  FR  7751).  These 
examples  include  “(ii)  A  change  that 
constitutes  an  additional  limitation, 
restriction,  or  control  not  presently 
included  in  the  technical  specifications, 
e.g.,  a  more  stringent  surveillance 
requirement.” 

The  proposed  change  would  require 
the  licensee  to  test  the  PCRV 
overpressure  assembly  in  accordance 
with  the  widely  accepted  ASME  code. 
This  constitutes  an  additional  and  more 
stringent  restriction  that  is  not  currently 
included  in  the  Technical  SpeciBcations 
and  is  therefore  within  the  scope  of  the 
example  cited  above. 

Since  the  application  for  amendment 
involves  proposed  changes  that  are 
encompassed  by  an  example  for  which 
no  significant  hazards  consideration 
exists,  the  staff  has  made  a  proposed 
determination  that  the  application 
involves  no  si  jnificant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Greeley  Public  Library,  City 
Complex  Building,  Greeley,  Colorado 

Attorney  for  licensee:  J.  K.  Tarpey, 
Public  Service  Company  Building,  Room 
900,  550 15th  Street,  Denver,  Colorado 
80202 

NRC  Project  Director:  Jose  A.  Calvo 

Public  Service  Electric  &  Gas  Company, 
Docket  No.  50-354,  Hope  Creek 
Generating  Station,  Salem  County,  New 
Jersey 

Date  of  amendment  request: 
September  28, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
This  amendment  would  revise  Technical 
Specification  Tables  2.2.1-1,  3.3.2-1,  and 
3.3.2-2  to  replace  the  footnote  created 
with  the  issuance  of  Amendment  8 
(restrictions  associated  with  the 
hydrogen  injection  test)  with  the 
necessary  requirements  associated  with 
the  installation  of  a  permanent 
Hydrogen  Water  Chemistry  (HWC) 
System.  These  changes  would  permit  the 
operation  of  an  HWC  system  by 
creating  two  separate  main  steam  line 
background  radiation  levels  and 
associated  trip  setpoints  while 
restricting  operation  to  power  levels 
greater  than  20%  of  Rated  Thermal 
Power. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
(10  CFR  50.92(c)).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  53,  No.  221  /  Wednesday,  November  16,  1988  /  Notices  46157 


amendment  would  not  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  (2)  create  the  possibility  of  a 
new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  signiHcant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety.  In  accordance  with  10 
CFR  50.92  the  licensee  has  reviewed  the 
proposed  changes  and  has  concluded  as 
follows  that  they  do  not  involve  a 
significant  hazards  consideration: 

Significant  Hazards  Analysis 
Consideration 

The  proposed  changes  to  the  Technical 
Specifications: 

1.  Do  not  involve  a  significant  increase  in 
the  probability  or  consequences  of  an 
accident  previously  evaluated. 

The  only  accident  scenario  which  takes 
credit  for  the  MSL  high  radiation  scram  and 
isolation  setpoint  is  the  Control  Rod  Drop 
Accident  (CRDA]  as  described  in  the 
Updated  Final  Safety  Analysis  Report 
(UFSAR)  Section  15.4.9.  Specifically,  the 
Main  Steam  Isolation  Valves  (MSIVs)  are 
assumed  to  receive  an  automatic  closure 
signal  at  0.5  seconds  after  detection  of  high 
radiation  in  the  main  steam  lines  and  to  be 
fully  closed  at  5  seconds  from  the  receipt  of 
the  closure  signal.  The  MSL  radiation 
monitors  are  provided  to  detect  a  gross 
failure  of  the  fuel  cladding.  When  high 
radiation  is  detected,  a  trip  is  initiated  to 
reduce  the  continued  failure  of  fuel  cladding. 
At  the  same  time,  the  MSIVs  are  closed  to 
limit  the  release  of  fission  products.  The  trip 
setting  is  high  enough  above  background 
radiation  levels  to  prevent  spurious  trips  yet 
low  enough  to  promptly  detect  gross  failures 
in  the  fuel  cladding. 

NEDO-10527,  Supplement  1.  “General 
Electric  Rod  Drop  Accident  Analysis  for 
Large  Boiling  Water  Reactors"  dated  July 
1972  concluded  that  the  consequences  of  the 
CRDA  are  most  severe  under  Hot  Standby 
conditions.  Furthermore,  the  consequences  of 
the  CRDA  are  increasingly  less  severe  above 
10  percent  power  due  to  a  faster  Doppler 
response  and  a  lower  rodworth.  Finally  and 
most  importantly,  this  report  concluded  that 
above  20  percent  power  the  consequences  of 
the  CRDA  are  minimal.  Therefore,  the 
Guidelines  (Section  8.2.1  and  Table  2-1) 
indicate  that  the  hydrogen  injection  system 
should  not  be  operated  below  the  limiting 
low  power  setpoint  for  the  CRDA  as 
discussed  in  the  UFSAR.  HCGS  UFSAR 
Section  15.4.9  does  not  actually  specify  this 
low  power  limit;  however.  Sections  7.7.1 .1.5.4 
and  7.7.1.1.5.4.1  do-20%  of  Rated  Thermal 
Power.  This  limit  is  known  as  the  Low  Power 
Setpoint  (LPSP)  and  is  contained  in  Technical 
Specifications  3/4.1.4.1  (Rod  Worth 
Minimizer)  and  3/4.1.4.2.(Rod  Sequence 
Control  System). 

As  a  result,  the  MSL  radiation  monitor 
setpoint  will  only  be  adjusted  upward  when 
the  hydrogen  water  chemistry  system  is 
operated.  HWC  system  operation  is  restricted 
to  power  levels  greater  than  20  percent  of 
Rated  Thermal  Power.  This  power  level 
differs  from  the  22  percent  of  Rated  Thermal 
Power  level  contained  in  Amendment  8  for 


the  hydrogen  injection  test  for  two  main 
reasons.  First,  the  hydrogen  injection  test  was 
only  a  test,  the  permanent  system  is  a 
complete,  long-term  system  with  the 
necessary  instrumentation,  controls  and  trips 
to  more  accurately  control  hydrogen 
injection.  Since  the  HWC  system  is  designed 
in  accordance  with  the  Guidelines  and 
utilizes  the  experience  gained  during  the 
hydrogen  injection  test  and  from  systems 
installed  at  other  utilities,  system  operation  is 
closely  and  accurately  controlled  and 
monitored.  Second,  the  Guidelines  specify 
that  injection  should  occur  at  the  LPSP  and 
does  not  require  an  additional  margin.  The 
hydrogen  injection  test  added  an  additional 
2%  power  margin  simply  to  assure  that  the 
system  was  not  operated  below  the  LPSP. 

Ibe  permanent  HWC  system  will  contain 
sufficient  controls  to  assure  operation  above 
the  LPSP.  Therefore,  operating  the  HWC 
system  at  HCGS  with  such  a  setpoint  (i.e.  20% 
of  Rated  Thermal  Power)  provides  adequate 
assurance  that  the  consequences  of  a  CRDA 
are  negligible  when  the  system  is  in 
operation. 

Furthermore,  in  order  to  assure  that  the 
setpoint  adjustment  process  itself  does  not 
have  any  impact  on  the  plant,  if  a  power 
reduction  event  occurs  so  that  the  reactor 
power  is  below  20%  of  Rated  Thermal  Power 
without  the  required  setpoint  change,  control 
rod  motion  will  be  suspended  (except  for 
scrams  or  other  emergency  conditions)  until 
the  necessary  setpoints  adjustment  is 
adjusted.  This  restriction  further  assures  that 
the  possibility  of  a  CRDA  occurring  while  the 
setpoints  are  being  adjusted  is  precluded. 

Therefore,  it  can  be  concluded  that  the 
proposed  changes  to  the  Technical 
Specifications  do  not  increase  the  probability 
or  consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated. 

2.  Do  not  create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident  from  any  accident 
previously  evaluated. 

The  proposed  changes  do  not  affect  the 
design  of  any  safety  related  systems  and  as 
such  do  not  affect  the  performance  of  any 
safety  related  functions.  The  proposed 
changes  do  permit  the  operation  of  the 
station  with  a  new  system,  namely  a 
hydrogen  water  chemistry  system.  However, 
this  system  has  been  extensively  analyzed  by 
EPRI,  approved  for  use  by  the  NRC  (reference 
the  Guidelines  and  the  associated  NRC  SER 
on  them  cited  in  Item  III  above),  and  is  in 
operation  at  a  variety  of  utilities  including  the 
Dresden-2,  FitzPatrick  and  Duane  Arnold 
stations.  Attachment  4  [of  the  licensee's 
submittal]  contains  a  graphical  comparison  of 
the  operation  of  HWC  systems  at  these  and 
other  utilities  which  have  utilized  the 
services  of  General  Electric  in  the  design  and 
operation  of  the  hydrogen  injection  test  and 
hydrogen  water  chemistry  system. 

The  decision  to  seek  a  permanent  change 
to  the  HCGS  Technical  Specifications  is  plant 
specific  since  a  change  is  necessary  only  if 
the  increase  in  the  MSL  radiation  levels  does 
not  provide  an  acceptable  margin  to  the  MSL 
radiation  monitor  setpoint  established 
without  operation  of  a  HWC  system. 
Although  the  operation  of  a  HWC  system 
introduces  hydrogen  in  the  recirculation 
system,  this  condition  has  already  been 


analyzed  in  UFSAR  Sections  6.2.5 
(Combustible  Gas  Control  System),  10.4.2 
(Main  Condenser  Evacuation  System),  and 

11.3.2.1  (Offgas  System).  In  addition,  the  level 
of  hydrogen  in  the  oBgas  system  is  controlled 
and  monitored  in  accordance  with  Technical 
SpeciRcations  3/4.3.7.11  and  3/4.11.2.6, 
respectively, 

reE&G  is  evaluating  the  impact  of  slightly 
increased  radiation  levels  in  the  plant  against 
the  equipment  qualification  criteria  for 
systems  and  components  located  in  the 
affected  areas.  Any  changes  in  qualified  life 
or  service  will  be  accounted  for  in  the 
design/installation  of  the  HWC  system  and 
reflected  in  [on]  the  plant  prior  to  HWC 
system  operation. 

With  regard  to  the  presence  of  hydrogen 
and  oxygen  in  the  yard,  the  two  mediums 
meet  the  requirements  of  NPFA  50  and  50A 
for  separation  from  the  facility  as  discussed 
in  Item  III.3  above  [of  the  licensee's 
submittal].  UFSAR  Section  9.5.1.1.11  has 
analyzed  the  presence  and  storage  of 
combustible  materials  in  the  yard  and  the 
HWC  hydrogen  and  oxygen  storage  facilities 
do  not  affect  the  conclusions  reached  (other 
than  the  incorporation  of  the  storage 
information  in  Table  9.5-3).  Finally,  in 
following  the  EPRI  Guidelines  and  addressing 
the  NRC  staff  requirements  in  Item  III  above, 
PSE&G  concludes  that  the  probability  for  an 
explosion,  flammable  vapor  cloud  or  fire  is 
minimized.  Even  if  such  an  accident  were  to 
occur,  there  would  be  no  impact  of  the  station 
due  to  the  separation  distance  to  the  storage 
vessels  from  safety  related  structures.  Thus 
the  information  contained  in  UFSAR  Section 

2.2.3.1  is  not  afiected  due  to  the  presence  of  a 
HWC  system. 

Finally,  extensive  safety  features  for  the 
HWC  system  have  been  established  which 
provide  assurance  that  the  operation  of  the 
system  at  HCGS  will  not  create  an 
unacceptable  situation  nor  adversely  impact 
the  operation  of  any  other  system.  Therefore, 
since  the  changes  to  the  Technical 
Specifications  themselves  do  not  affect 
existing  system  function  nor  create  a 
situation  which  has  not  been  previously 
analyzed  and  appropriately  designed  for,  the 
changes  do  not  create  any  new  or  different 
kinds  of  accidents  than  previously  evaluated. 

3.  Do  not  involve  a  significant  reduction  in 
a  margin  of  safety. 

The  proposed  changes  to  the  Technical 
Specifications  contain  specific  requirements 
regarding  their  applicability: 

-  Operation  of  the  HWC  system  is  only 
permitted  above  20  percent  of  Rated  Thermal 
Power. 

-  When  the  HWC  system  is  in  operation  the 
MSL  radiation  monitor  setpoints  can  be 
adjusted  upward,  to  levels  previously 
determined  during  the  hydrogen  injection 
test,  to  account  for  the  increase  in  the 
background  MSL  radiation  levels. 

-  Prior  to  decreasing  reactor  power  to 
below  20%  of  Rated  Thermal  Power,  the 
setpoints  must  be  readjusted  to  their  pre- 
HWe  system  operation  levels. 

-  If  the  power  level  falls  below  20%  without 
the  setpoint  change,  control  rod  motion  is 
suspended  (except  for  scrams  or  other 
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emergency  situations]  until  the  setpoint 
adjustment  is  made. 

These  requirements  will  assure  that  the 
HWC  system  is  operated  safely  and  with 
sufficient  margin  such  that  spurious  MSL 
isolations  are  precluded  while  still  assuring 
that  any  gross  failures  in  the  fuel  cladding 
remain  detectable. 

As  discussed  in  Item  IV.l  above  [of  the 
licensee's  submittal],  the  CRDA  is  the  only 
accident  which  takes  credit  for  the  MSL 
isoiation  trip  function:  however,  above  20 
percent  power,  the  consequences  of  the 
CRDA  are  so  minimal  that  they  may  be 
considered  negligible  (reference  the  above 
cited  NEDO  report.)  Therefore,  the  change  in 
the  Technical  Specification  setpoint  has  no 
significant  effect  on  the  margins  of  safety  for 
this  accident  scenerio  and  the  restriction 
regarding  suspending  control  rod  motion 
further  assures  that  during  setpoint 
adjustments,  a  CRDA  is  minimized. 

Finally  as  discussed  in  Item  UI.8  above  [of 
the  licensee’s  submittal],  the  increase  in 
background  radiation  levels  has  been 
analyzed  and  PSE&G  has  concluded  that 
neither  plant  personnel  nor  the  health  and 
safety  of  the  public  are  at  risk  when 
operating  with  the  HWC  system.  Therefore,  it 
can  be  concluded  that  the  proposed  changes 
do  not  involve  a  signiHcant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

Tlie  staff  reviewed  the  licensee’s 
determination  that  the  proposed  license 
amendment  involves  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  and  agrees  with 
the  licensee's  analyses.  Accordingly,  the 
staff  proposes  to  determine  that  die 
proposed  license  amendment  does  not 
involve  a  significant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Pennsville  Public  library,  190  S. 
Broadway,  Pennsville,  New  Jersey  08070 
Attorney  for  licensee:  Troy  B.  Cormer, 
Jr.,  Esquire.  Conner  and  Wetterhahn, 
1747  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20006 
NRC  Project  Director:  Walter  R. 

Butler 

Public  Service  Electric  ft  Gas  Company, 
Docket  No.  50-354,  Hope  Creek 
Generating  Station,  Salem  County,  New 
Jersey 

Date  of  amendment  request: 
September  28, 1988 
Description  of  amendment  request: 
This  amendment  would  revise  Technical 
Specification  Table  3.3.7.5-1  to  permit 
actions  consistent  with  Technical 
Specification  3.6.3  regarding  allowable 
out-of-service  times  for  inoperable 
primary  containment  isolation  valves 
and  their  associated  position  indication 
instrumentation.  The  change  would 
avert  the  currently  required  plant 
shutdown  in  the  event  that  position 
indication  instrumentation  for  a  primary 
containment  isolation  valve  in  an 
otherwise  isolated  penetration  is 
declared  inoperable. 


Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92(c).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
considerations  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  sigiiificant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

In  accordance  with  10  CFR  50.92  the  . 
licensee  has  reviewed  the  proposed 
changes  and  has  concluded  as  follows 
that  they  do  not  involve  a  significant 
hazards  consideration. 

The  proposed  change  to  the  HCGS 
Technical  Specifications: 

(1)  Does  not  involve  a  significant  increase 
in  the  probability  or  consequences  of  an 
accident  previously  evaluated. 

As  required  by  Action  (a)  of  Technical 
Specification  3.6.3,  should  a  primary 
containment  isolation  valve  be  declared 
inoperable  the  afiected  penetration  must  be 
isolated.  This  isolation  can  be  accomplished 
by  either  deactivating  at  least  one  automatic 
valve,  closing  at  least  one  manual  valve  or 
installing  a  blind  flange  in  the  affected 
penetration.  Furthermore,  the  system  for 
which  the  inoperable  valve  provides 
containment  isolation  must  also  be  declared 
inoperable  and  the  appropriate  Action 
statements  for  that  system  performed. 
Assuming  that  the  plant  can  continue  to 
operate  under  these  conditions,  the  concern 
which  must  be  addressed  as  a  result  of  this 
proposed  change  is  whether  or  not  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated  are  significantly 
increased  when  the  posibon  indication 
instrumentation  for  an  otherwise  inoperable 
containment  isolation  valve  is  permitted  to 
remain  inoperable  longer  than  the  currently 
imposed  30  or  7  days,  per  Action  82(a]  and 
82(b)  of  Technical  Specification  Table  3.3.7.5- 
1,  respectively. 

The  requirement  to  isolate  the  affected 
penetration  due  to  an  inoperable  valve 
establishes  containment  isolation  for  that 
penetration.  This  action  establishes  a  safe 
configuration  for  continued  operation 
assuming  of  course  that  the  affected  system 
is  not  required  to  remain  Operable.  For  those 
systems  which  can  be  isolated  without 
jeopardizing  continued  safe  operation,  the 
need  for  monitoring  containment  isolation  is 
no  longer  necessary  as  isolation  has  already 
been  achieved. 

Therefore,  it  can  be  concluded  that  if  the 
provisions  of  Technical  Specification  3.6.3, 
Action  a.2  or  a.3  are  in  effect: 

(i)  the  penetration  is  in  a  safe  configuration 
with  regards  to  the  provisions  for 
containment  isolation  -  closed, 

(ii)  spurious  movement  of  the  valve  is 
precluded  by  either  the  lack  of  power,  the 


need  for  local  manual  operation,  or  the 
presence  of  an  installed  blind  flange,  and 

(iii)  administrative  controls  and 
surveillance  requirements  exist  to  assure 
continued  containment  isolation. 

The  current  requirements  of  ACTION  82  of 
Technical  Specification  Table  3.3.7.5-1 
regarding  AOT  for  primary  containment 
isolation  valve  position  indication 
instrumentation  serve  no  purpose  with  regard 
to  assurance  of  containment  integrity  if  and 
only  if  the  associated  penetration  is  isolated 
pursuant  to  Technical  Specification  3.6.3, 
Action  a.2  or  a.3.  This  function  is  adequately 
controlled  under  the  auspices  of  Technical 
Specifications  4.6.1.1  and  the  administrative 
controls  already  in  place.  Consequently, 
extending  the  AOT  for  inoperable  position 
indication  in  penetrations  isolated  as 
described  above  does  not  represent  an 
increase  in  the  probability  or  consequences 
of  a  previously  evaluated  accident  since 
containment  isolation  (the  accident  function 
of  concern)  is  already  achieved  and  assured. 

(2)  Does  not  create  the  possibility  of  a  new 
or  different  kind  of  accident  &om  any 
accident  previously  evaluated. 

The  proposed  change  does  not  negate  the 
requirement  for  containment  integrity  or 
isolation  but  simply  makes  use  of  the  existing 
Technical  Specifications  which  require  such. 
By  (sic)  extending  the  provisions  for  isolated 
penetrations  to  the  required  actions  for 
associated  inoperable  position  indication 
simply  takes  advantage  of  the  physical 
constraints  and  administrative  controls 
already  imposed. 

Furthermore,  the  proposed  change  does  not 
require  any  plant  modification  nor  (sic) 
design  change  but  merely  permits  a  specific 
case  of  inoperability  to  exist  while  plant 
operation  continues.  This  condition  is  well 
bounded  in  terms  of  the  extent  to  which 
inoperability  is  permitted.  Additionally,  the 
flexibility  provided  by  this  proposed  change 
will  not  result  in  a  change  to  the  operational 
characteristic  of  any  system  or  process.  The 
inoperability  of  primary  containment 
isolation  valve  position  indication 
instrumentation  is  already  permitted  for  the 
currently  identified  AOT.  This  change  simply 
extends  the  AOT  as  long  as  other 
compensating  measures  are  in  effect. 

Therefore,  it  can  be  concluded  that  the 
proposed  change  does  not  create  the 
possibility  of  a  new  or  different  kind  of 
accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated. 

(3)  Does  not  involve  a  significant  reduction 
in  a  margin  of  safety. 

The  increase  in  AOT  for  an  inoperable 
primary  containment  isolation  valve  position 
indication  instrument  from  either  7  or  30  days 
to  an  unlimited  time  does  not  decrease  the 
margin  of  safety  since  a  more  restrictive 
compensating  measure  is  in  effect,  namely 
the  subject  penetration  is  in  the  safe 
configuration  with  regard  to  containment 
isolation  provisions  -  closed.  Therefore,  the 
margin  of  safety  remains  the  same  as  that 
permitted  by  Technical  Specification  3.6.3, 
Action  a.2  or  a.3.  With  the  penetration  in  an 
isolated  position  and  the  assurances 
available  that  such  a  position  will  be 
maintained,  the  maximum  margin  of  safety 
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has  been  achieved,  i.e.  the  penetration  has 
been  placed  in  the  post  accident 
configuration. 

The  length  of  time  that  either  or  both 
position  indication  instrumentation  channels 
for  either  or  both  containment  isolation 
valves  remain  inoperable  has  no  bearing  on 
the  position  of  the  valves  in  the  subject 
penetration.  Realizing  that  the  information 
provided  by  the  position  indication 
instrumentation  is  simply  indication  only,  i.e. 
no  automatic  isolation  or  actuation  function 
results  from  loss  of  or  change  in  position 
indication,  further  substantiates  the  proposed 
change.  Therefore,  it  can  be  concluded  ^at 
the  proposed  change  does  not  involve  a 
significant  reduction  in  a  margin  of  safety. 

The  staff  reviewed  the  licensee’s 
determination  that  the  proposed  license 
amendment  involves  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  and  agrees  with 
the  licensee’s  analyses.  Accordingly,  the 
staff  proposes  to  determine  that  the 
proposed  license  amendment  does  not 
involve  a  significant  hazards 
consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location;  Pennsville  Public  library,  190  S. 
Broadway,  Pennsville,  New  Jersey  08070 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Troy  B.  Conner, 
Jr.,  Esquire,  Conner  and  Wetterhahn, 

1747  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20006 

NRC  Project  Director;  Walter  R. 

Butler 

Sacramento  Municipal  Utility  District, 
Docket  No.  50-312,  Rancho  Seco  Nuclear 
Generating  Station,  Sacramento  County, 
California 

Date  of  amendment  request: 

September  19, 1988  as  supplemented 
November  4, 1968. 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
The  proposed  changes  would  delete  the 
requirement  to  perform  local  leak  rate 
tests  (LLRTJ  on  containment  penetration 
pipes  associated  with  two  systems,  high 
pressure  injection  and  decay  heat 
removal  systems.  The  licensee  contends 
that  the  penetrations  being  removed 
from  the  LLRT  requirements  would  be 
filled  with  water  and  pressurized  to  a 
pressure  greater  than  the  maximum 
containment  pressure  associated  with 
accident  conditions.  As  a  result,  these 
penetrations  would  not  provide  a 
pathway  for  radioactive  contaminants  in 
the  containment  atmosphere  to  escape 
to  the  environment. 

The  proposed  change  would  also 
increase  the  interval  between  LLRT’s 
from  18  months  to  a  maximum  of  24 
months. 

Rasis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 


as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92.  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
considerations  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  a  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (IJ  Involve  a 
signiHcant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  (2J  Create  the  possibility  of 
new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
Involve  a  signiHcant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  proposed  amendment  does  not: 

(1)  involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an 
accident  previously  evaluated  because 
based  on  the  licensee’s  evaluation,  the 
containment  penetrations  being  deleted 
from  the  LLRT  program  are  not  potential 
release  pathways  for  airborne  activity 
during  accident  conditions  and  therefore 
will  not  change  accident  consequences; 
increasing  the  LLRT  interval  from  18 
months  to  24  months  is  in  accordance 
with  regulatory  guidance  and  is  not  a 
significant  change  in  terms  of  accident 
consequences;  (2)  create  the  possibility 
of  a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident 
from  any  accident  previously  evaluated 
because  containment  penetrations  and 
LLRT’s  are  an  integral  part  of  accident 
evaluations,  and  the  proposed  changes 
do  not  create  new  or  different  accident 
concerns;  (3J  involve  a  significant 
reduction  in  a  margin  of  safety.  The 
proposed  changes  are  relatively  minor 
changes  to  the  LLRT  program.  The 
penetrations  being  deleted  from  the 
LLRT  requirements  are  a  small  fraction 
of  all  containment  penetrations  and 
even  under  worst  conditions, 
radioactive  releases  through  these 
penetrations  would  constitute  a  small 
fraction  of  releases  from  all  pathways. 

Based  on  the  above  discussion,  the 
staff  proposes  to  determine  that  the 
proposed  amendment  does  not  involve  a 
significant  hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Martin  Luther  King  Regional 
Library,  7340  24th  Street  Bypass, 
Sacramento,  California  95822. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  David  S. 
Kaplan,  Sacramento  Mimicipal  Utility 
District,  6201  S  Street,  P.  O.  Box  15830, 
Sacramento,  California  95813. 

NRC  Project  Director  George  W. 
Knighton 

Virginia  Electric  and  Power  Company, 
Do^et  No.  50-338,  Nc»di  Anna  Power 
Station,  Unit  No.  1,  Louisa  County, 
Vifginia 

Date  of  amendment  request:  October 
19, 1988 


Description  of  amendment  request 
The  proposed  change  involves  an 
amendmenL  in  the  form  of  a  license 
condition,  to  Operating  License  No. 

NPF-4  for  NA-1.  Specifically,  the 
proposed  license  condition  allows  a 
one-time  extension  of  the  surveillance 
test  intervals  for  certain  surveillance 
tests  as  specihed  in  the  NA-1  Technical 
Specifications  (TS)  for  the  seventh  cycle 
of  operation.  NA-1  completed  applicable 
Mode  4,  5  and  6  surveillance  tests  during 
the  sixth  refueling  outage  which  ended 
on  June  29, 1987.  It  was  not  considered 
reasonable  to  repeat  these  surveillance 
tests  during  the  time  frame  that  Unit  1 
was  shutdown  for  steam  generator 
repairs  which  occurred  from  July  15, 

1987  to  October  13, 1987.  However,  this 
unplanned  outage  did  serve  to  impact 
the  surveillance  test  intervals  between 
the  sixth  and  the  forthcoming  seventh 
refueling  outages.  This  delay,  together 
with  additional  time  allowed  for  an 
optimum  fuel  bum-up  before  the  next 
refueling,  has  resultf^  in  a  deferral  of 
the  next  refueling  outage  for  NA-1  until 
April  1989. 

Currently,  NA-1  TS  require  the 
performance  of  certain  surveillance  tests 
at  18,  36,  and  60  month  intervals  to 
coincide  with  normal  18-month  refueling 
cycles. 

The  proposed  change  would  extend 
these  surveillance  test  intervals  for  the 
NA-1  seventh  cycle  by  6  months  to 
compensate  for  several  unanticipated 
outages  including  the  steam  generator 
tube  rupture  event  and  to  permit 
optimum  fuel  bum-up  prior  to  refuehng. 
Use  of  the  allowable  extension  of  the 
surveillance  intervals  in  accordance 
with  Specification  4.0.2  of  the  TS  would 
require  an  extension  corresponding  to 
the  3-month  unplaimed  outage.  Rather 
than  use  the  extension  allowed  by 
Specification  4.0.2  and  request  an 
additional  extension,  a  6-month 
extension  for  the  affected  surveillance 
test  intervals  is  requested  for  the 
seventh  cycle  only  to  preserve  the 
extension  allowed  by  Specification  4.0.2 
for  future  refueling  cycles. 

One-time  changes  to  the  surveillance 
test  intervals  associated  with  a  plant 
shutdown  or  refueling  outage  as 
specified  in  the  TS  for  License  Number 
NPF-4  are  requested  as  follows: 

(1)  The  18-month  surveillance  test 
cycle  requirement  as  specified  in  the 
following  TS  sections  would  be  changed 
to  24  months  for  the  seventh  cycle  of 
unit  operation  only: 


46160 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  53,  No.  221  /  Wednesday,  November  16,  1988  /  Notices 


4.i,:Z2.C  4.3.2.1.2  4.3.3.9.C  4.4.3^1.b 

4jj.l.b  4.4.iai.l  4.S.l.d  4.6^e 

4.6.14.C  4.6^1.C  4.6.2.2.1.C  4.e^3.c 

4.6J.l^  4.7.1Jlb  4.7.4.1.C  4.7.7.U 

4.7Al.d  4.7.9.1.b  4.7.10.C  4.7.10.f 

4Al.l.l.b  4Al.lJ!.d  4.8.1.1.3.e  4A2.3J.d 

4.im.2.f 


(2)  The  18/36-month  surveillance  test 
cycle  requirement  as  specified  in  the 
following  TS  sections  would  be  changed 
to  24/42  months  for  the  seventh  cycle  of 
unit  operation  only: 

4.3.1.1.3  4.3^1.3 

(3)  The  60-month  surveillance  test 
interval  requirement  as  specified  in  the 
following  section  woiUd  be  changed 
to  66  months  for  the  seventh  cycle  of 
unit  operation  only: 

4.8.l.l.3.d 

(4)  Table  1.2  of  Section  1.0, 

Definitions,  which  defines  “R”  as  “At 
least  once  per  18  months"  as  it  applies 
to  the  following  TS  sections  and  related 
tables,  and  the  18-month  requirement  in 
the  note  in  die  tables  indicated  below, 
would  be  changed  to  24  months  for  the 
seventh  cycle  of  unit  operation  only: 


Section 

Table 

Note 

4.3.1.1.1 

4.3-1 

(4) 

4.3.2.1.1 

4.3-2 

(1) 

4.3.3.1 

4.3-3 

— 

4.3.3.3.1 

4.3-4 

— 

4.3.3.5 

4.3-6 

— 

4.3.3.6 

4.3-7 

— 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
(10  CFR  50.92(c)).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
considerations  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee  has  evaluated  the  change 
request  against  the  standards  provided 
above  and  has  determined  that  this 
change  will  not: 

Involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated.  Current  monitoring 
instrumentation  and  ongoing  [TS] 
surveillance  tests  ensure  the  equipment  and 


systems  involved  in  the  extended 
surveillance  interval  will  remain  in  an 
operable  condition  until  their  inspection  at 
the  next  refueling  outage. 

Create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or  different 
kind  of  accident  from  any  accident  previously 
evaluated.  Extending  the  interval  for  the 
performance  of  specific  surveillance  tests 
does  not  create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident  Periodic 
surveillance  tests  have  been  performed  since 
the  sixth  outage  to  monitor  system  and 
component  performance  and  to  detect 
degradation.  Surveillance  tests  will  continue 
to  be  performed  during  the  extension  interval. 

Involve  a  significant  reduction  in  the 
margin  of  safety.  Extending  the  interval  for 
these  specific  surveillance  tests  for  the 
[seventh]  cycle  of  [NA-l]  does  not 
significantly  degrade  the  margin  of  safety. 
Surveillance  tests  will  continue  to  be 
performed  during  the  extension  interval. 
Current  monitoring  instrumentation  and 
ongoing  [TS]  surveillance  tests  ensure  the 
affected  equipment  and  systems  remain  in  an 
operable  condition. 

The  NRC  staff  has  made  a  preliminary 
review  of  the  licensee’s  analyses  of  the 
proposed  change  and  agrees  with  the 
licensee’s  conclusion  that  the  three 
standards  in  10  CFR  50.92(c]  are  met. 
Therefore,  the  staff  proposes  to 
determine  that  the  proposed  amendment 
does  not  involve  a  significant  hazards 
consideration. 

iMcal  Public  Document  Room 
location:  The  Alderman  Library, 
Manuscripts  Department,  University  of 
Virginia,  Charlottesville,  Virginia  22901. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Michael  W. 
Maupin,  Esq.,  Hunton  and  Williams, 

P.O.  Box  1535,  Richmond,  Virginia  23212. 

NRC  Project  Director:  Herbert  N. 
Berkow 

Virginia  Electric  and  Power  Company, 
Do^et  Nos.  50-338  and  50-339,  North 
Anna  Power  Station,  Units  No.  1  and  No. 
2,  Louisa  County,  Virginia 

Date  of  amendment  request:  July  20, 
1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
The  proposed  change  would  clarify  the 
current  NA-1&2  Technical  Specifications 
(TS)  regarding  reactor  coolant  system 
leakage  detection  systems.  Specifically, 
the  change  would  clarify  the  NA-1&2  TS 
3.4.6.1  regarding  reactor  coolant  system 
leakage  detection  systems  and  bring  the 
present  TS  into  closer  agreement  with 
Regulatory  Guide  1.45  and  Revision  4  of 
the  Westinghouse  Standard  TS  which 
are  appropriate  to  NA-1&2. 


The  current  TS  Limiting  Condition  of 
Operation  (LCO)  is  difficult  to 
understand  and  can  be  interpreted  to 
require  two  leakcige  detection  systems 
to  be  operable,  whereas  the  associated 
action  statement  can  be  interpreted  to 
require  three  separate  and  independent 
methods  to  be  operable.  Regulatory 
Guide  1.45  requires  three  separate 
detection  methods  of  which  two  of  the 
methods  should  be:  (1)  the  containment 
particulate  radioactivity  monitoring 
system  and  (2)  the  containment  sump 
level  and  discharge  flow  measurement 
system.  Regulatory  Guide  1.45  also 
requires  a  Aird  method  which  is 
satisfied  by  the  containment  gaseous 
radioactivity  monitoring  system. 

The  proposed  change  would  clarify 
the  TS  such  that  the  containment 
particulate  and  gaseous  monitoring 
system  are  considered  as  two  separate 
detection  methods  but  are  not 
considered  as  two  independent  systems. 
Specifically,  the  monitors  share  a 
common  piping  system,  power  supply 
and  piping  arrangement  that  do  not 
make  them  truly  independent.  Therefore, 
the  action  statement  would  be  modified 
to  achieve  consistency  with  the  LCO. 
Specifically,  if  either  of  the  two  required 
leakage  monitoring  systems  are 
inoperable,  a  compensatory  leakage 
measurement  using  the  RCS  water 
inventory  balance  method  would  be 
specified  instead  of  obtaining  grab 
samples.  The  current  TS  does  not 
require  a  compensatory  leakage 
measurement  if  the  containment  sump 
discharge  measurement  system  is 
inoperable  whereas  the  revised  TS  does. 
This  compensatory  leakage 
measurement  along  with  a  fully 
operable  leakage  detection  system  is  the 
basis  for  extending  the  action  statement 
from  6  hours  to  30  days  when  one 
leakage  detection  system  is  inoperable. 
The  surveillance  requirements  have  also 
been  rewritten  to  require  a  periodic 
calibration  of  the  containment  sump 
level  monitor. 

The  proposed  TS  changes  are 
consistent  with  the  regulatory  position 
of  Regulatory  Guide  1.45,  “Reactor 
Coolant  Pressure  Boundary  Leakage 
Detection  Systems"  and  NUREG-0452, 
“Westinghouse  Standard  Technical 
Specifications.”  Specifically,  three 
separate  detection  methods  are 
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provided  but  they  are  grouped  as  two 
separate  and  redundant  detection 
systems.  The  loss  of  a  single  system 
would  not  result  in  the  loss  of  detection 
capability.  Therefore,  regulatory 
position  9  of  Regulatory  Guide  1.45  is 
fully  met 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
(10  CFR  50.92(c]).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
considerations  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  sigriificant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee  has  evaluated  the  change 
request  against  the  standards  provided 
above  and  has  determined  that  the 
proposed  changes  would  not 

(a)  result  in  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequence  of  an  accident 
previously  evaluated,  i-e.,  a  loss  of  coolant 
accident  because  the  spedfication  continues 
to  require  two  redundant  and  diverse  means 
of  continuously  monitoring  for  reactor 
coolant  system  leakage.  In  addition,  an 
operability  requirement  for  the  containment 
sump  level  monitor  has  been  added  to  the 
LCO,  and  a  requirement  to  implement  a 
compensatory  leakage  measurement  (i.e., 
inventory  mass  balance)  if  either  or  both  of 
the  sump  leakage  monitors  are  inoperable 
has  been  added  to  the  Action  Statement. 
Finally,  the  requirement  to  obtain  and 
analyze  appropriate  containment  grab 
samples  if  one  of  the  radioactivity  monitors  is 
inoperable  has  been  replaced  with  a 
requirement  to  perform  a  compensatory 
leakage  measurement  using  the  mass  balance 
method.  This  method  is  considered 
equivalent  to  the  grab  sample  method  in 
terms  of  leakage  detection  sensitivity  and 
therefore  will  provide  the  same  level  of 
protection  as  previously  provided. 

(b)  create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident.  The  additional 
required  reactor  coolant  system  leakage 
monitor  (i.e.,  sump  level)  is  already  required 
by  the  related  (TS)  3/4.4.6.2  regarding  reactor 
coolant  system  leakage  limits  (see  [TS] 
4.4.6.2.1b)  and  therefore  does  not  introduce 
any  new  or  unique  accident  precursors. 
Similarly,  the  additional  required 
compensatory  leakage  measurement  (i.e., 
inventory  mass  balance)  is  a  test  that  is 
routinely  performed  in  accordance  with  [TS] 
4.4.6.2.1d  and  existing  station  period  test 
procedures,  and  therefore  does  not  create  any 
new  or  unique  accident  precursors. 

(c)  result  in  a  significant  reduction  in  the 
margins  of  safety  as  defined  in  the  bases  for 
any  [TS]  because  the  proposed  (TS]  continue 
to  require  two  redundant  and  diverse  means 


of  leakage  monitoring  as  well  as  a 
compensatory  leakage  measurement  every  24 
hours  if  either  of  the  two  required  leakage 
monitoring  systems  is  inoperable,  and 
therefore  the  [TS|  Bases  and  the 
recommendations  of  Regulatory  Guide  1.45 
(regulatory  position  9  regarding  (TS]) 
continue  to  be  satisfied. 

The  NRC  staff  has  made  a  preliminary 
review  of  die  licensee’s  analyses  of  the 
proposed  change  and  agrees  with  the 
licensee's  conclusion  that  the  three 
standeu'ds  in  10  CFR  50.92(c]  are  met. 
Therefore,  the  staff  proposes  to 
determine  that  the  proposed 
amendments  do  not  involve  a  significant 
hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  The  Alderman  Library, 
Manuscripts  Department,  University  of 
Virginia,  Charlottesville,  Virginia  22901. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Michael  W. 
Maupin,  Esq.,  Hunton  and  Williams, 

P.O.  Box  1535,  Richmond,  Virginia  23212. 

NRC  Project  Director  Herbert  N. 
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Virginia  Electric  and  Power  Company, 
Docket  Nos.  50-338  and  50-339,  North 
Anna  Power  Station,  Umts  No.  1  and  No. 
2,  Louisa  County,  Virginia 

Date  of  amendment  request 
September  30. 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request 
The  proposed  change  would  support  full 
power  operation  for  NA-1&2  at  steam 
generator  (SG)  tube  plugging  levels  of  up 
to  18%.  The  results  of  the  analysis 
supporting  the  increase  in  SG  tube 
plugging  limits  also  support  a  new 
maximum  core  peaking  factor  (Ft^]  of 
2.19.  To  support  the  proposed  change  a 
reanalysis  of  the  Emergency  Core 
Cooling  System  (ECCS)  performance  for 
the  postulated  large-break  loss-of- 
coolant  accident  (LOCA)  has  been 
performed  in  compliance  with  Appendix 
K  to  10  CFR  Part  50.  The  results  of  the 
reanalysis  are  presented  in  compliance 
with  10  CFR  50.46,  "Acceptance  Criteria 
for  Emergency  Core  Cooling  Systems  for 
Light  Water  Reactors."  The  analysis 
was  performed  with  the  NRC-approved 
1981  model  with  BART  version  of  the 
Westinghouse  LOCA-ECCS  evaluation 
model  The  analysis  includes  the 
evaluation  model  revisions  described  in 
WCAP-9561-P.  Addendum  3,  Revision  1, 
“Addendum  to  BART-Al:  A  Computer 
Code  for  the  Best  Estimate  Analysis  of 
Reload  Transients."  dated  July  1986  and 
approved  by  NRC  letter  dated  August 
25, 1986.  The  analytical  techniques  used 
are  in  full  compliance  with  10  CFR  Part 
50  Appendix  K. 

As  required  by  Appendix  K  of  10  CFR 
Part  50.  certain  conservative 
assumptions  were  made  for  the  LOCA- 
ECCS  analysis.  The  assumptions  pertain 
to  the  conditions  of  the  NA-1&2  reactors 


and  associated  safety  system  equipment 
at  the  time  that  the  LOCA  is  assumed  to 
occur.  These  assumptions  include  such 
items  as  the  core  peaking  factors,  the 
containment  pressure,  and  the 
performance  of  the  ECCS.  All 
assumptions  and  initial  operating 
conditions  used  in  this  reanalysis  were 
the  same  as  those  used  in  previous 
LOCA-ECCS  analyses,  with  two 
exceptions.  The  steam  generator 
plugging  level  was  increased  to  18% 

(from  7%  and  15%)  and  the  maximum 
core  peaking  factor,  FQ,  was  increased 
from  2.15  to  2.19.  With  these  changes 
incorporated  into  the  analysis,  it  was 
found  that  the  LOCA  analysis  results 
continue  to  meet  the  10  CFR  50.46 
acceptance  criteria. 

The  large-break  LOCA  transient  is 
divided,  for  analytical  purposes,  into 
three  phases:  blowdown,  refill  and 
reflood.  There  eue  three  distinct 
transients  analyzed  in  each  phase, 
including  the  thermal-hydraulic 
transient  in  the  reactor  coolant  system, 
the  pressure  and  temperature  transient 
within  the  containment  and  the  fuel  clad 
temperature  transient  of  the  hottest  fuel 
rod  in  the  core.  Based  on  these 
considerations,  a  system  of  interrelated 
computer  codes  were  used  for  the 
analysis. 

The  description  of  the  various  aspects 
of  the  LOCA  analysis  methodology  is 
provided  in  WCAP-6339.  "Westinghouse 
ECCS  Evaluation  Model-Summary,” 
dated  July  1974.  This  document 
describes  the  major  phenomena 
modeled,  the  interfaces  among  the 
computer  codes,  and  the  features  of 
codes  that  ensure  compliance  with  10 
CFR  Part  50,  Appendix  K.  The  SATAN- 
VI  COCO.  WREFLOOD,  BART,  and 
LOCTA-IV  codes,  which  are  used  in  the 
LOCA  analysis,  are  described  in  detail 
in  WCAP-8306.  WCAP-8326.  WCAP- 
8171,  WCAP-9895,  WCAP-10062  and 
WCAP-8305,  respectively.  These  codes 
assess  whether  sufficient  heat  transfer 
geometry  and  core  amenability  to 
cooling  are  preserved  during  the  time 
spans  applicable  to  the  blowdown,  refill, 
and  reflood  phases  of  the  LOCA.  The 
SATAN-VI  computer  code  analyzes  the 
thermal-hydraulic  transient  in  the 
reactor  coolant  system  (RCS)  during 
blowdown,  and  the  COCO  computer 
code  calculates  the  containment 
pressure  transient  during  all  three 
phases  of  the  LOCA  analysis.  The 
thermal-hydraulic  response  of  the  RCS 
during  refill  and  reflo^  is  calculated  by 
the  WREFLOOD  computer  code.  A 
mechanistic  estimate  of  the  heat  transfer 
coefficient  in  the  core  during  reflood  is 
provided  by  the  BART  computer  code. 
For  the  three  phases  of  the  LOCA,  the 
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LOCTA-IV  computer  code  is  used  to 
compute  the  thermal  transient  of  the 
hottest  fuel  rod. 

SATAN-VI  is  used  to  determine  the 
RCS  pressure,  enthalpy,  and  density,  as 
well  as  the  mass  and  energy  flow  rates 
in  the  RCS  and  steam-generator 
secondary  side,  as  a  function  of  time 
during  the  blowdown  phase  of  the 
LOCA.  SATAN-VI  also  calculates  the 
accumulator  mass  and  pressure  and  the 
pipe  break  mass  and  energy  flow  rates 
that  are  assumed  to  be  vented  to  the 
containment  during  blowdown.  At  the 
end  of  the  blowdown,  the  mass  and 
energy  release  rates  during  blowdown 
are  transferred  to  the  COCO  code  for 
use  in  the  determination  of  the 
containment  pressure  response  during 
the  first  phase  of  the  LOCA.  Additional 
SATAN-VI  output  data  from  the  end  of 
the  blowdown,  including  the  core  inlet 
flowrate  and  enthalpy,  the  core 
pressure,  and  the  core  power  decay 
transient,  are  input  to  the  LOCTA-IV 
code. 

With  input  from  the  SAT.^N-VI  code, 
WREFLOOD  uses  a  system  thermal- 
hydraulic  model  to  determine  the  core 
flooding  rate  (i.e.,  the  rate  at  which 
coolant  enters  the  bottom  of  the  core), 
the  coolant  pressure  and  temperature, 
and  the  quench  front  height  during  the 
refill  and  reflood  phases  of  the  LOCA. 
WREFLOOD  also  calculates  the  mass 
and  energy  flow  rates  that  are  assumed 
to  be  vented  to  the  containment.  Since 
the  mass  flowrate  to  the  containment 
depends  upon  the  core  pressure,  which 
is  a  function  of  the  containment 
backpressure,  the  WREFLOOD  and 
COCO  codes  are  interactively  linked. 
With  the  input  and  boundary  conditions 
from  WREFLOOD,  the  mechanistic  core 
heat  transfer  model  in  BART  calculates 
the  fluid  and  heat  transfer  conditions  in 
the  core  during  reflood. 

LOCTA-IV  is  used  throughout  the 
analysis  of  the  LOCA  transient  to 
calculate  the  fuel  and  clad  temperatures 
of  the  hottest  rod  in  the  core.  The  input 
to  LOCTA-IV  consists  of  appropriate 
thermal-hydraulic  outputs  from  SATAN- 
VI,  WREFLOOD  and  BART,  and 
conservatively  selected  initial  RCS 
operating  conditions. 

The  COCO  code,  which  is  also  used 
throughout  the  LOCA  analysis, 
calculates  the  containment  pressure. 
Input  to  COCO  is  obtained  from  the 
mass  and  energy  flowrates  assumed  to 
be  vented  to  the  containment,  as 
calculated  by  the  SATAN-VI  and 
WREFLOOD  codes.  In  addition, 
conservatively  chosen  initial 
containment  conditions  and  an  assumed 
mode  of  operation  for  the  containment 
cooling  system  are  input  to  COCO. 


The  NA-1&2  LOCA-ECCS  reanalysis 
has  evaluated  plant  operation  at  SG 
tube  plugging  levels  of  up  to  18%  based 
on  the  acceptance  criteria  delineated  in 
10  CFR  50.46.  The  evaluation  concluded 
that  reanalysis  of  non-LOCA  accidents 
is  not  required  to  support  this  increased 
tube  plugging  level  provided  the 
measured  RCS  flow  rate  remains  above 
the  thermal  design  flow  rate  assumed 
for  the  safety  analyses.  SG  tube  plugging 
in  sufficient  quantity  can  potentially 
affect  non-LOCA  safety  analysis  due  to 
reduced  primary  system  flow,  more 
severe  pump  coastdown  characteristics, 
and  the  reduction  of  the  reactor  primary 
coolant  system  volume.  Primary 
flowrate  becomes  a  key  parameter  in 
the  Departure  from  Nucleate  Boiling 
Ratio  (DNBR)  limited  events  (e.g., 
uncontrolled  RCCA  bank  withdrawal  at 
power)  when  it  falls  below  the  thermal 
design  flowrate.  Pump  coastdown 
characteristics  impact  analysis  results 
when  they  become  more  severe  than  the 
conservative  values  used  in  the  loss-of- 
flow  related  analyses.  The  reduced 
primary  coolant  system  volume  affects 
dilution  times  in  uncontrolled  boron 
dilution  events. 

A  conservative  estimate  of  the  NA- 
1&2  RCS  flow  versus  tube  plugging  is 
based  on  past  flow  measurements  taken 
at  NA-1&2  for  several  levels  of  steam 
generator  tube  plugging.  More  recent 
NA-1  measurements  at  greater  tube 
plugging  levels  validate  the 
conservatism  of  RCS  flow  versus  tube 
plugging  curve.  A  re-evaluation  of  the 
projection  indicates  that  the 
conservatively  estimated  flow  rate  at 
the  proposed  18%  plugging  level  is 
approximately  equal  to  the  North  Anna 
thermal  design  flow.  Therefore,  while 
measured  flow  exceeds  the  thermal 
design  flow,  the  current  docketed 
licensing  analyses  remain  valid  for 
those  events  in  which  flow  rate  is  an 
important  concern. 

The  impact  of  18%  tube  plugging  on 
dilution  times  in  the  uncontrolled  boron 
dilution  events  was  also  evaluated. 
Relative  to  the  boron  dilution  events,  the 
evaluation  indicated:  (1)  for 
uncontrolled  dilution  during  startup, 
time  to  criticality  is  37  minutes.  This  is 
more  than  adequate  time  for  the 
operator  to  recognize  the  high  count  rate 
signal  and  terminate  the  dilution  flow, 
and  (2)  for  uncontrolled  dilution  at 
power,  the  operator  has  ample  time 
(greater  than  15  minutes)  after  the  over¬ 
temperature  delta  T  alarm  or  trip  to 
determine  the  cause  of  dilution,  isolate 
the  water  source,  and  initiate  reboration 
before  total  shutdown  margin  is  tost  due 
to  dilution. 


Tube  plugging  levels  exhibit  no 
influence  on  dilution  times  for  the 
refueling  mode  of  operation,  since  the 
SG  volumes  are  not  a  part  of  the  active 
system.  The  evaluation  shows  that  for 
SG  tube  plugging  levels  of  up  to  18 
percent,  no  reanalysis  of  the  DNBR 
related  non-LOCA  safety  events  is 
necessary  and  that  the  currently 
licensed  analyses  remain  valid.  In  the 
case  of  the  uncontrolled  boron  dilution 
events,  the  available  operator  response 
times  for  the  startup  and  at  power 
evaluations  are  reduced  but  remain  well 
above  the  minimum  acceptance  values. 

Based  on  the  large  break  LOCA 
analysis,  a  double-ended  cold-leg 
guillotine  break  with  a  discharge 
coefficient  (Cd)  of  0.4  was  found  to  be 
the  limiting  break  size  and  location.  The 
analysis  resulted  in  a  limiting  peak  clad 
temperature  of  2165.2°  F  for  the  Cd  =  0.4 
case,  a  maximum  local  cladding 
oxidation  level  of  5.77%,  and  a  total  core 
metal-water  reaction  of  less  than  0.3%, 

For  breaks  up  to  and  including  the 
double-ended  rupture  of  a  reactor 
coolant  pipe,  the  ECCS  will  meet  the 
acceptance  criteria  as  presented  in  10 
CFR  50.46,  as  follows:  (1)  the  calculated 
peak  fuel  rod  clad  temperature  is  below 
the  requirement  of  2200°  F,  (2)  the 
amount  of  fuel  element  cladding  that 
reacts  chemically  with  water  or  steam 
does  not  exceed  1%  of  the  total  amount 
of  Zircaloy  in  the  reactor,  (3)  the  clad 
temperature  transient  is  terminated  at  a 
time  when  the  core  geometry  is  still 
amenable  to  cooling.  The  localized 
cladding  oxidation  limits  of  17%  are  not 
exceeded  during  or  after  quenching,  (4) 
the  core  remains  amenable  to  cooling 
during  and  after  the  break,  and  (5)  the 
core  temperature  is  reduced  and  the 
long-term  decay  heat  is  removed  for  an 
extended  period  of  time. 

The  effects  of  increasing  the 
allowable  steam  generator  tube  plugging 
to  18%  has  been  assessed  for  existing 
non-LOCA  event  analyses.  This 
evaluation  has  concluded:  (1)  current 
analyses  for  which  RCS  flow  is  an 
important  concern  remain  valid  as  long 
as  measured  flow  is  greater  than  the 
thermal  design  flow  assumed  in  safety 
analyses,  (2)  the  existing  loss-of-flow 
related  analyses  assume  a  conservative 
reactor  coolant  pump  flow  coastdown 
characteristic  which  accommodates  the 
effect  of  increased  tube  plugging  on  loop 
flow  resistance,  and  (3)  boron  dilution 
analyses  assuming  the  reduced  RCS 
volume  associated  with  tube  plugging 
result  in  dilution  times  which  remain 
adequate  for  the  required  operator 
actions  to  be  performed. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
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The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
(10  CFR  50.92(c)).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
considerations  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
signiHcant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee  has  evaluated  the  change 
request  against  the  standards  provided 
above  and  has  determined  that: 

1.  Since  the  proposed  changes  involve 
parameters  which  are  not  accident  initiators, 
they  will  not  increase  the  probability  of 
occurrence  of  any  malfunction  or  accident 
previously  addressed.  The  reanalyzed  large 
break  LOCA  analysis  verifies  that  operation 
under  the  revised  speciHcations  would  also 
not  result  in  any  increase  in  accident 
consequences  over  those  in  previously 
accepted  analyses. 

2.  No  new  accident  tj'pes  or  equipment 
malfunction  scenarios  will  be  Introduced  as  a 
result  of  operating  in  accordance  with  the 
revised  specifications.  The  change  which 
potentially  affects  physical  components  in 
the  plant  systems  (steam  generator  tube 
plugging)  was  explicitly  included  in  the 
analysis  and  shown  not  to  produce  any  new 
or  unique  accident  precursors. 

3.  The  margin  of  safety,  as  defined  in  the 
basis  for  the  plant  Technical  Specifications, 
is  not  reduced.  The  revised  ECCS  analysis 
meets  the  acceptance  criteria  of  10  CFR  50.46. 
Additionally,  since  evaluation  of  non-LOCA 
accidents  concluded  that  acceptance  criteria 
are  met  when  considering  the  proposed 
changes,  the  current  margin  of  safety  is 
maintained  for  LOCA  and  non-LOCA 
accidents. 

Based  on  the  above  evaluation,  the 
licensee  has  determined  that  the 
proposed  change  involves  no  significant 
hazards  considerations. 

The  NRC  staff  has  made  a  preliminary 
review  of  the  licensee’s  analyses  of  the 
proposed  change  and  agrees  with  the 
licensee’s  conclusion  that  the  three 
standards  in  10  CFR  50.92(c)  are  met. 
'Therefore,  the  staff  proposes  to 
determine  that  the  proposed 
amendments  do  not  involve  a  signiRcant 
hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  The  Alderman  Library, 
Manuscripts  Department,  University  of 
Virginia,  Charlottesville,  Virginia  22901. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Michael  W. 
Maupin,  Esq.,  Hunton  and  Williams, 

P.O.  Box  1535,  Richmond,  Virginia  23212. 

NRC  Project  Director:  Herbert  N. 
Berkow 


Virginia  Electric  and  Power  Company, 
Docket  Nos.  50-338  and  50-339,  North 
Anna  Power  Station,  Units  No.  1  and  No. 
2,  Louisa  County,  Virginia 

Date  of  amendment  request: 

September  30, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request: 
The  proposed  change  would  increase 
the  allowable  enrichment  of  fuel 
assemblies  irradiated  at  NA-1&2  to  4.3 
weight  percent  (w/o)  U-235.  An  increase 
in  the  current  NA-1&2  Technical 
Specifications  (TS)  limit  of  4.1  w/o  U- 
235  to  4.3  w/o  U-235  would  allow  an 
increase  in  batch  average  discharge 
bumup  to  levels  approaching  the 
currently  licensed  limit  of  45,000  Mega- 
Watt  Days  per  Metric  Ton  Uranium 
(MWD/MTU).  The  enrichments 
currently  used  limit  the  batch  average 
burnup  to  a  value  from  38,000  MWD/ 
MTU  to  42,000  MWD/MTU  depending 
on  the  number  of  fuel  assemblies  loaded 
each  cycle.  An  increase  in  the 
enrichment  limit  would  result  in 
significant  fuel  cycle  cost  savings  and 
enhance  fuel  management  plans  to 
increase  batch  average  discharge 
bumups. 

The  safety  impact  for  operation  of 
NA-1&2  with  high  bumup  fuel  was 
previously  addressed  by  the  licensee  in 
letters  to  the  NRC  dated  December  4, 

1980,  March  6  and  26, 1981  and  )uly  24, 

1981.  By  letter  dated  April  9, 1984,  the 
NRC  approved  operation  of  NA-1&2  to  a 
batch  of  discharge  of  45,000  MWD/ 
MTU.  A  generic  impact  of  extended 
bumup  on  the  design  and  operation  of 
Westinghouse  fuel  was  addressed  in 
WCAP-10125-P-A,  “Extended  Bumup 
Evaluation  of  Westinghouse  Fuel,” 
dated  December  1985.  In  addition,  the 
NRC  made  an  independent  assessment 
of  the  environmental  and  economic 
impacts  of  the  use  of  extended  bumup 
fuel  in  light  water  power  reactors.  This 
assessment  was  dated  February  1988 
and  entitled  “Assessment  of  the  Use  of 
Extended  Bumup  Fuel  in  Light  Water 
Power  Reactors,”  Pacific  Northwest 
Laboratory,  NUREG/CR-3009.  The 
overall  findings  of  NUREG/CR-3009 
were  that  no  significant  adverse  effects 
would  be  generated  by  increasing  the 
present  batch-average  bumup  level  to 
values  of  50,000  MWD/MTU  or  above, 
as  long  as  the  maximum  rod  average 
bumup  of  any  rod  is  no  greater  than 
60,000  MWD/MTU.  Since  the  findings  of 
these  evaluations  provided  in  NUREG/ 
CR-3(X)9  concerning  the  impact  of 
extended  bumup  fuel  are  valid  for  an 
enrichment  of  4.3  w/o  U-235,  and  since 
the  NA-1&2  spent  fuel  storage  facility  is 
currently  licensed  to  4.3  w/o  U-235,  the 
license’s  submittal  addresses  only  the 
impact  of  increased  enrichment  on  the 


requirements  for  the  currently  approved 
new  fuel  storage  racks  at  NA-1&2. 

The  specific  10  CFR  Part  50  Appendix 
A  General  Design  Criteria  for  new  fuel 
storage  facilities  are  listed  in  Section 
9.1.1  of  the  Standard  Review  Plan 
(NUREG-0800).  Since  no  physical 
modifications  are  being  made  to  the 
current  NA-1&2  new  fuel  racks,  the 
licensee’s  analysis  only  addresses  the 
impact  of  the  increased  enrichment  on 
the  requirement  of  subcriticality  under 
normal  and  postulated  abnormal  rack 
conditions  (General  Design  Criterion  62). 
The  highest  K-effective  allowable  by 
Section  9.1,1  of  NUREG-0800  for  all 
conditions  is  0.98. 

'The  computer  modeling  of  the  storage 
racks  was  performed  in  three- 
dimensions  (3-D)  to  minimize 
unnecessary  conservatism  and 
uncertainty.  All  K-effective  calculations 
were  performed  with  the  Monte-Carlo 
program  KENO  V.a  and  contained 
within  the  modular  code  system  SCALE. 
KENO  V.a  is  addressed  in  ORNL- 
NUREG-CSD-2-VI-R2  entitled  “KENO 
V.a,  An  Improved  Monte  Carlo 
Criticality  Program  with  Supergrouping." 
dated  December  1984.  SCALE  is 
addressed  in  ORNL-NUREG-CSD-2-VI- 
R3,  “SCALE:  A  Modular  Code  System 
for  Performing  Standardized  Computer 
Analysis  for  Licensing  Evaluation,” 
dated  December  1984.  The  SCALE 
package  automatically  processes  cross 
sections  to  create  a  set  of  resonance  self 
shielded  cross  sections  for  use  by 
KENO.  Because  all  calculations  for  this 
analysis  were  made  using  a  discrete  pin 
representation,  no  spatial  self  shielding 
was  performed  prior  to  the  KENO 
execution.  The  cross  section  set  chosen 
was  the  27  group  ENDF/B-IV  data 
contained  in  the  SCALE  package. 
Sufficient  neutron  histories  were  run  for 
each  case  to  limit  the  statistical 
uncertainties  in  the  K-effective  to  less 
than  0.4%  delta  K/K. 

The  results  of  the  licensee’s  analysis 
indicate  that  for  a  fuel  enrichment  of  4.3 
w/o  U-235,  the  NA-1&2  fuel  storage  area 
meets  the  criticality  limit  of  K-effective 
less  than  0.98  and  is  safe  under  the 
criticality  specifications  set  forth  in  the 
NRC  Standard  Review  Plan  (NUREG- 
0800). 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination. 
The  Conunission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
(10  CFR  50.92(c)).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
considerations  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
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significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated:  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  proposed  change  does  not  involve 
a  significant  hazards  consideration 
because  operation  of  NA-1&2  in 
accordance  with  the  proposed  change 
would  not: 

1.  Involve  a  significant  increase  in  the 
probability  or  consequences  of 
accidents  previously  evaluated.  The 
only  accident  scenarios  for  which  the 
probability  of  occurrence  are  potentially 
affected  by  fuel  enrichments  involve 
criticality  events  during  fuel  handling 
and  storage.  The  criticality  safety 
analyses  demonstrates  that  K-effective 
during  fuel  handling  and  storage  of  new 
fuel  is  low  enough  to  ensure 
subcriticality  during  postulated  accident 
conditions.  The  probability  of 
occurrence  of  criticality  during  fuel 
handling  or  storage  is  therefore  not 
increased.  Since  subcriticality  is 
maintained,  no  releases  would  result 
from  the  fuel  handling  and  storage 
accident  scenarios.  In  addition,  since  the 
burnup  limit  will  not  be  increased 
beyond  that  already  approved  in  NRC 
letter  dated  April  9. 1984,  the 
radiological  consequences  of  the 
accidents  discussed  in  WCAP-10125-P-A 
and  NUREG/CR-3009  will  not  be 
increased. 

2.  The  proposed  amendments  do  not 
create  the  possibility  of  a  new  or 
different  kind  of  accident  from  any 
previously  evaluated.  The  only  potential 
impact  of  increased  enrichment  upon 
fuel  storage  and  handling  involves  the 
potential  for  criticality  and  the 
licensee's  analyses  that  has  determined 
that  subcriticality  will  be  maintained. 

3.  The  proposed  amendments  do  not 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  the 
margin  of  safety.  The  criticality  analysis 
demonstrates  that  there  is  adequate 
margin  to  ensure  subcriticality  of  the 
fuel  during  storage  and  handling  of  new 
fuel.  The  NRC  safety  analysis  provided 
in  a  letter  dated  December  21, 1984, 
provides  the  same  assurance  for  spent 
fuel. 

Therefore,  pursuant  to  10  CFR  50.92, 
based  on  the  above  considerations,  it 
has  been  determined  that  these  changes 
do  not  constitute  a  significant  safety 
hazards  consideration. 

The  NRC  staff  has  made  a  preliminary 
review  of  the  proposed  change  and 
concludes  that  the  three  standards  m  10 
CFR  50.92(c)  are  met.  Therefore,  the  staff 
proposes  to  determine  that  the  proposed 
amendments  do  not  involve  a  significant 
hazards  consideration. 


Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  The  Alderman  Library, 
Manuscripts  Department,  University  of 
Virginia,  Charlottesville,  Virginia  22901. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Michael  W. 
Maupin,  Esq.,  Hunton  and  Williams, 

P.O.  Box  1535,  Richmond,  Virginia  23212. 

NRC  Project  Director:  Herbert  N. 
Berkow 

Virginia  Electric  and  Power  Company, 
Do^et  Nos.  50-338  and  50-339,  North 
Anna  Power  Station,  Units  No.  1  and  No. 
2,  Louisa  County,  Virginia 

Date  of  amendment  request- 
September  30, 1988 

Description  of  amendment  request- 
The  proposed  change  would  allow  the 
direct  reactor  trip  on  turbine  trip  to  be 
blocked  below  30%  of  the  rated  thermal 
power.  Currently,  Permissive  Setpoint  P- 
7  is  used  to  block  the  reactor  trip  on 
turbine  trip  below  10%  of  rated  thermal 
power.  The  proposed  modification 
would  rewire  the  Solid  State  Protection 
System  so  that  Permissive  Setpoint  P-8 
is  used  to  block  the  reactor  trip  on 
turbine  trip  below  30%  power.  A 
licensee  review  of  historical  trip  data 
shows  that  the  most  commonly 
occurring  reactor  trip  on  turbine  trip 
events  are  well  below  30%  of  rated 
thermal  power.  Thus,  it  was  concluded 
that  the  use  of  the  existing  P-8  bistable 
to  block  the  direct  reactor  trip  on 
turbine  trip  would  be  an  effective  means 
of  reducing  unneeded  trips  at  low 
power.  Direct  reactor  trip  on  turbine  trip 
would  be  available  above  30%  power. 
The  plant’s  designed  load  rejection 
capability  is  50%  of  full  load. 

At  present,  for  all  power  levels  above 
10%  (the  P-7  permissive  setpoint]  of 
Rated  Thermal  Power  (RTP),  the  NA-1&2 
nuclear  reactors  are  tripped  directly  on 
turbine  trip  from  a  signal  derived  from 
the  turbine  autostop  oil  pressure  or 
turbine  stop  valve  position.  A  direct 
reactor/ turbine  trip  at  low  power  is 
unnecessary  and  unduly  stresses  plant 
systems.  Thus,  the  licensee  is  proposing 
a  change  which  would  allow  for  a  block 
of  the  direct  reactor  trip  on  turbine  trip 
below  30%  of  rated  thermal  power. 

The  proposed  modification  would 
rewire  the  Solid  State  Protection  System 
so  that  Permissive  P-8  is  also  used  to 
block  the  reactor  trip  on  turbine  trip 
instead  of  Permissive  P-7.  It  was 
concluded  that  the  use  of  the  existing  P- 
8  bistable  to  block  the  direct  reactor  trip 
on  turbine  trip  would  be  an  effective 
means  of  eliminating  unneeded  low 
power  transient  reactor  trips.  Direct 
reactor  trip  on  turbine  trip  would  still  be 
available  above  30%  power. 

Three  items  were  considered  in  the 
licensee's  safety  analysis  and  were 
addressed  in  the  licensee’s  submittal. 


(1)  The  results  of  the  worst-case 
analyses  show  that  a  total  loss  of 
external  electrical  load  without  a  direct 
or  immediate  reactor  trip  below  30%  of 
RTP  presents  no  hazards  to  the  integrity 
of  the  reactor  coolant  system  or  the 
main  steam  system.  Pressure-relieving 
devices  incorporated  in  the  two  systems 
are  adequate  to  keep  the  maximum 
pressure  within  the  design  limits.  The 
licensee  concluded  that  the  results  of 
this  analysis  demonstrates  that  plant 
parameters  are  maintained  within  the 
design  limits  previously  analyzed  for  the 
loss-of-load  accident  from  full  power 
described  in  Section  15.2.7  of  the  NA- 
1&2  Updated  Final  Safety  Analysis 
Report  (UFSAR). 

(2)  An  analysis  was  also  performed 
for  a  complete  loss  of  forced  reactor 
coolant  flow  initiated  from  the  most 
adverse  preconditions  of  a  turbine  trip, 
and  demonstrated  that  the  integrity  of 
the  core  is  maintained  by  operation  of 
the  reactor  protection  system,  i.e.,  the 
DNBR  will  be  maintained  above  the 
design  limit  value.  Thus,  there  will  be  no 
cladding  damage  and  no  release  of 
fission  products  to  the  reactor  coolant 
system.  The  licensee  concluded  that 
plant  parameters  are  maintained  within 
design  limits  and  that  this  analysis  is 
bounded  by  the  results  of  a  complete 
loss  of  flow  from  full  power  as  described 
in  Section  15.3.4  of  the  UFSAR. 

(3)  Finally,  an  analysis  was  conducted 
to  verify  that  the  applicable  NUREG- 
0737  requirements  were  met.  NUREG- 
0737  required  that  the  frequency  of  a 
small  break  loss-of-coolant-accident 
(LOCA)  caused  by  a  stuck-open 
pressurizer  power  operated  relief  valve 
(PORV)  be  reduced  and  that  it  be 
demonstrated  not  to  be  a  significant 
contributor  to  the  probability  of  a  small 
break  LOCA.  Both  the  loss-of-load  and 
the  loss-of-flow  accidents  have  the 
potential  of  causing  the  PORV  to  open. 
The  licensee  has  conducted  an  analysis 
which  demonstrates  that  the  PORVs  are 
not  normally  challenged  during  this 
event  and  thus  the  NUREG-0737 
requirements  are  met. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Commission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
(10  CFR  50.92(c)).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license  for  a 
facility  involves  no  significant  hazards 
considerations  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
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any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  signiHcant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

The  licensee  has  evaluated  the  change 
request  against  the  standards  provided 
above  and  has  determined  that: 

1.  No  significant  increase  in  the  probability 
of  occurrence  or  consequences  of  an  accident 
analyzed  in  the  UFSAR  will  result  from 
elimination  of  reactor  trip  on  turbine  trip 
below  30%  of  Rated  Thermal  Power  (RTT). 

The  analyses  results  show  that  the  DNBR 
does  not  decrease  below  the  design  limit  at 
any  time.  The  analysis  also  shows  that, 
except  under  [most]  conservative 
assumptions,  the  pressurizer  PORVs  are  not 
challenged  during  the  transient.  Pressure- 
relieving  devices  incorporated  in  the  primary 
and  the  secondary  systems  are  adequate  to 
keep  the  maximum  pressure  within  the  design 
limit.  Since  the  predicted  results  are  within 
the  range  of  existing  safety  analysis  values,  it 
is  concluded  that  operation  with  the 
proposed  Technical  Specification  changes 
will  neither  significantly  increase  the 
probability  of  occurrence  nor  the 
consequences  of  initiating  events  for  any 
known  accident. 

2.  No  new  or  different  accident  type  not 
previously  considered  in  the  UFS^  is 
created  by  this  proposed  change.  The 
complete  loss  of  unit  load  without  a  direct 
reactor  trip  on  turbine  trip  is  a  design  event 
and  is  addressed  in  Section  15.2.7  of  the 
UFSAR.  The  results  for  a  loss  of  flow  due  to 
fast  bus  transfer  failure  after  a  turbine  trip 
are  bounded  by  the  results  for  a  complete 
loss  of  flow  from  full  power,  which  is 
discussed  in  Section  15.3.4  of  the  UFSAR. 
Thus,  the  results  of  all  the  relevant  accident 
analyses  show  that  operation  with  this 
modification  does  not  create  a  new  or 
different  accident  type  than  any  evaluated 
previously  in  the  UFSAR. 

3.  The  margin  of  safety  is  not  reduced.  The 
proposed  Technical  Specification  changes 
have  been  incorporated  in  the  safety 
analyses.  These  analyses  have  demonstrated 
that  calculated  results  meet  all  design 
acceptance  criteria  as  stated  in  the  UFSAR. 

Based  on  the  above  evaluation,  the 
licensee  has  determined  that  the 
proposed  change  involves  no  significant 
hazards  considerations. 

The  NRC  staff  has  made  a  preliminary 
review  of  the  licensee’s  analyses  of  the 
proposed  change  and  agrees  with  the 
licensee’s  conclusion  that  the  three 
standards  in  10  CFR  50.92(c)  are  met. 
Therefore,  the  staff  proposes  to 
determine  that  the  proposed 
amendments  do  not  involve  a  significant 
hazards  consideration. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  The  Alderman  Library, 
Manuscripts  Department,  University  of 
Virginia,  Charlottesville,  Virginia  22901. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Michael  W. 
Maupin,  Esq.,  Hunton  and  Williams, 

P.O.  Box  1535,  Richmond,  Virginia  23212. 

NRC  Project  Director:  Herbert  N. 
Berkow 


Wisconsin  Electric  Power  Company, 
Docket  Nos.  50-266  and  50-301,  Point 
Beach  Nuclear  Plant,  Unit  Nos.  1  and  2, 
Town  of  ’Two  Creeks,  Manitowoc 
County,  Wisconsin 

Date  of  amendments  request:  January 
6, 1987  as  supplemented  April  14  and 
May  15, 1987. 

Description  of  amendments  request: 
The  licensee  proposes  to  change 
Technical  Specification  Table  15.4.1-1, 
“Minimum  Frequencies  for  Checks, 
Calibrations  and  Tests  of  Instrument 
Channels,’’  to  increase  the  period  of  the 
logic  channel  test  of  the  reactor  trip  on 
low  reactor  coolant  flow  in  both  loops 
from  monthly  to  each  (annual)  refueling 
outage. 

Basis  for  proposed  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  determination: 
The  Conunission  has  provided 
standards  for  determining  whether  a  no 
significant  hazards  consideration  exists 
as  stated  in  10  CFR  50.92(c).  A  proposed 
amendment  to  an  operating  license 
involves  no  significant  hazards 
consideration  if  operation  of  the  facility 
in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
amendment  would  not:  (1)  involve  a 
significant  increase  in  the  probability  or 
consequences  of  an  accident  previously 
evaluated;  or  (2)  create  the  possibility  of 
a  new  or  different  kind  of  accident  from 
any  accident  previously  evaluated;  or  (3) 
involve  a  significant  reduction  in  a 
margin  of  safety. 

In  51  FR  7751,  the  Commission  cited 
examples  of  amendments  that  are 
considered  not  likely  to  involve 
significant  hazards  considerations. 
Example  (vi)  involves  a  change  which 
may  either  result  in  some  increase  to  the 
probability  or  consequences  of  a 
previously-analyzed  accident  or  may 
reduce  in  some  way  a  safety  margin,  but 
where  the  results  of  the  change  are 
clearly  within  all  acceptable  criteria 
with  respect  to  the  system  or  component 
specified  in  the  Standard  Review  Plan. 

The  amendment  proposed  by  the 
licensee  would  increase  the  logic  testing 
period  on  the  two-loop  reactor  coolant 
loss  of  flow  reactor  trip  from  monthly  to 
every  refueling  outage  (currently 
annually).  However,  the  surveillance 
frequency  for  the  logic  channel  test  of 
the  relays/contacts  which  initiate  the 
reactor  trip  on  low  reactor  coolant  flow 
in  either  loop  will  remain  monthly.  Since 
all  bistables  and  relay  coils  will  still  be 
tested  monthly,  the  net  effect  of  the 
proposed  amendment  would  be  to 
slightly  increase  the  risk  of  failing  to  get 
a  reactor  trip  upon  simultaneous 
detection  of  low  reactor  coolant  flow  in 
both  loops,  due  to  failure  of  both  of  the 
specific  relay  contacts  which  initiate  the 
trip  during  the  increased  period  between 


surveillances.  Although  a  numerical 
quantification  of  the  increase  in  risk  has 
not  been  performed,  the  staff  believes 
that  it  would  be  quite  small  since  the 
event  of  concern  would  require  two 
contact  failures  (one  in  each  loop) 
between  refueling  outages  and  a  loss  of 
flow  condition  occurring  while  the 
reactor  is  between  10%  and  50%  power. 

Section  7.2  of  the  Standard  Review 
Plan  discusses  various  aspects  of  the 
Reactor  Trip  System.  Section  7.2 
references  Regulatory  Guide  1.22, 
“Periodic  Testing  of  Protection  System 
Actuation  Functions.’’  Regulatory  Guide 
1.22  provides  for  acceptable  methods  of 
testing  protection  systems  during  reactor 
operation.  In  its  May  15, 1987  letter,  the 
licensee  states  that  all  actuation  devices 
and  all  actuated  devices  which  are  part 
of  the  reactor  trip  logic  for  loss  of  flow 
in  both  loops  are  tested  in  accordance 
with  the  guidance  contained  in  Safety 
Guide  1.22  (Safety  Guide  1.22  and 
Regulatory  Guide  1.22  are  identical). 
Therefore,  the  proposed  change  is  in 
conformance  with  guidance  endorsed  by 
the  Standard  Review  Plan. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Joseph  P.  Mann  Library,  1516 
Sixteenth  Street,  Two  Rivers, 

Wisconsin. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Gerald 
Charnoff,  Esq.,  Shaw,  Pittman,  Potts  and 
Trowbridge,  2300  N  Street,  NW.. 
Washington,  DC  20037. 

NRC  Project  Director:  John  N. 

Hannon. 

NO'nCE  OF  ISSUANCE  OF 
AMENDMENT  TO  FACILITY 
OPERATING  UCENSE 

During  the  period  since  publication  of 
the  last  biweekly  notice,  the 
Commission  has  issued  the  following 
amendments.  The  Commission  has 
determined  for  each  of  these 
amendments  that  the  application 
complies  with  the  standards  and 
requirements  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act 
of  1954,  as  amended  (the  Act),  and  the 
Commission’s  rules  and  regulations.  The 
Commission  has  made  appropriate 
findings  as  required  by  the  Act  and  the 
Commission's  rules  and  regulations  in  10 
CFR  Chapter  I,  which  are  set  forth  in  the 
license  amendment. 

Notice  of  Consideration  of  Issuance  of 
Amendment  to  Facility  Operating 
License  and  Proposed  No  Significant 
Hazards  Consideration  Determination 
and  Opportunity  for  Hearing  in 
connection  with  these  actions  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  as 
indicated.  No  request  for  a  hearing  or 
petition  for  leave  to  intervene  was  filed 
following  this  notice. 
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Unless  otherwise  indicated,  the 
Commission  has  determined  that  these 
amendments  satisfy  the  criteria  for 
categorical  exclusion  in  accordance 
with  10  CFR  51.22.  Therefore,  pursuant 
to  10  CFR  51.22(b),  no  environmental 
impact  statement  or  enviromnental 
assessment  need  be  prepared  for  these 
amendments.  If  the  Commission  has 
prepared  an  environmental  assessment 
under  the  special  circumstances 
provision  in  10  CFR  51.12(b)  and  has 
made  a  determination  based  on  that 
assessment,  it  is  so  indicated. 

For  further  details  with  respect  to  the 
action  see  (1)  the  applications  for 
amendments,  (2)  the  amendments,  and 
(3)  the  Conunission’s  related  letters. 
Safety  Evaluations  and/or 
Environmental  Assessments  as 
indicated.  All  of  these  items  are 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the 
Commission’s  Public  Document  Room, 
the  Gelman  Building,  2120  L  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  DC,  and  at  the  local  public 
document  rooms  for  the  particular 
facilities  involved.  A  copy  of  items  (2) 
and  (3)  may  be  obtained  upon  request 
addressed  to  the  U.S.  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission,  Washington, 

DC  20555,  Attention:  Director,  Division 
of  Reactor  Projects. 

Arizona  Public  Service  Company,  et  al. 
Docket  Nos.  STN  50-528,  STN  50-529 
and  STN  50-530,  Palo  Verde  Nuclear 
Generating  Station,  Units  1, 2  and  3, 
Maricopa  County,  Arizona 

Date  of  application  for  amendments: 
March  16. 1988,  as  supplemented  by 
letter  dated  July  6, 1988. 

Brief  description  of  amendments:  The 
amendments  revise  Technical 
Specification  Surviellance  Requirement 
4.5.2.h  which  specifies  flow 
requirements  that  the  Low  Pressure 
Safety  Injection  subsystem  must  meet 
during  flow  balance  testing. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  17, 1988 

Effective  date:  October  17, 1988 

Amendment  Nos.:  37,  24,  and  13 

Facility  Operating  License  Nos.  NPF- 
41,  NPF-51  and  NPF-74:  Amendments 
changed  the  Technical  Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register.  August  10, 1988  (53  FR  30126). 
The  Commission’s  related  evaluation  of 
the  amendments  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  October  17, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Phoenix  Public  Library, 
Business  and  Science  Division,  12  East 
McDowell  Road.  Phoenix,  Arizona 
85004 


Arizona  Public  Service  Company,  et  al, 
Docket  Nos.  STN  50-528,  STN  50-529 
and  STN  50-530,  Palo  Verde  Nuclear 
Generating  Station,  Units  1, 2  and  3, 
Maricopa  County,  Arizona 


Arizona  Public  Service  Company,  et  al. 
Docket  Nos.  STN  50-528,  STN  50-529 
and  S’TN  50-530,  Palo  Verde  Nuclear 
Generating  Station,  Units  1, 2  and  3, 
Maricopa  County,  Arizona 

Date  of  application  for  amendments: 
May  27, 1988 

Brief  description  of  amendments:  The 
Amendments  revise  the  technical 
specification  to  modify  the  azimuthal 
power  tilts  to  require  the  measured 
power  tilt  to  be  equal  to  or  less  than  the 
Core  Protection  Calculation  allowance 
and  the  limit  in  Figure  3.2-lA  when  the 
Core  Operating  Limit  Supervisory 
System  is  in  service.  The  wording  of  the 
surveillance  requiment  was  revised  for 
clarity.  In  addition,  the  azimuthal  power 
tilt  limit  is  increased  for  Unit  2. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  17, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  17, 1988 
Amendment  Nos.:  38,  25,  and  14 
Facility  Operating  License  Nos.  NPF- 
41,  NPF-51  and  NPF-74:  Amendments 
changed  the  Technical  Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register:  July  13, 1988  (53  FR  26518).  The 
Commission’s  related  evaluation  of  the 
amendments  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  October  17, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Phoenix  Public  Library, 
Business  and  Science  Division,  12  East 
McDowell  Road,  Phoenix,  Arizona 
85004. 

Arizona  Public  Service  Company,  et  al. 
Docket  Nos.  STN  50-528,  STN  50-529  and 
STN  50-530,  Palo  Verde  Nuclear  Generating 
Station,  Units  1,  2  and  3,  Maricopa  County, 
Arizona 

Date  of  applicatian  for  amendments: 
September  6, 1988 

Brief  description  of  amendments:  The 
amendments  revise  'Technical 
Specification  6.3.1,  “Unit  Sta^ 
Qualifications,’’  to  modify  the  Senior 
Reactor  Operator  license  requirements 
for  the  Operations  Manager. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  24, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  24, 1988 
Amendment  Nos.:  39,  26  and  15 
Facility  Operating  License  Nos.  NPF- 
41,  NPF-51  and  NPF-74:  Amendments 
changed  the  Technical  SpeciHcations. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register:  September  21, 1988  (53  FR 
36668).  The  Commission’s  related 
evaluation  of  the  amendments  is 
contained  in  a  Safety  Evaluation  dated 
October  24, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideratian 
comments  received:  No. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Phoenix  Public  Library, 
Business  and  Science  Division,  12  East 
McDowell  Road,  Phoenix,  Arizona 
85004. 


Date  of  applicatian  for  amendments: 
August  25, 1988,  as  supplemented  by 
letter  dated  October  18, 1988. 

Brief  description  of  amendments:  The 
amendments  delete  the  organization 
charts  from  the  technical  specifications 
in  accordance  with  guidance  provided 
by  the  NRC  in  Generic  Letter  88-06. 
Date  a f  issuance:  October  25, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  25, 1988 
Amendment  Nas.:  40,  27  and  16 
Facility  Operating  License  Nos.  NPF- 
41,  NPF-51  and  NPF-74:  Amendments 
changed  the  Technical  Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Registen  September  21, 1988  (53  FR 
36667).  The  Commission’s  related 
evaluation  of  the  amendments  is 
contained  in  a  Safety  Evaluation  dated 
October  25, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Phoenix  Public  Library, 
Business  and  Science  Division,  12  East 
McDowell  Road,  Phoenix,  Arizona 
85004. 


Date  of  application  for  amendment: 
May  25, 1988 

Brief  description  of  amendment:  The 
amendment  changes  the  Technical 
Specifications  to  remove  the  offsite  and 
facility  organization  charts  consistent 
with  the  guidance  of  Generic  Letter  8b- 
06,  "Removal  of  Organization  Charts 
from  Technical  Specifications." 

Date  of  issuance:  November  3, 1988 
Effective  date:  November  3, 1988 
Amendment  No.  120 
Facility  Operating  License  No.  DPR- 
23.  Amendment  revises  the  Technical 
Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register.  June  29, 1988  (53  FR  24506).  The 
Commission’s  related  evaluation  of  the 
amendment  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  November  3, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No 
Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Hartsville  Memorial  Library, 
Home  and  Fifth  Avenues,  Hartsville, 
South  Carolina  29535 


Carolina  Power  &  Light  Company, 
Docket  No.  50-261,  H.  B.  Robinson 
Steam  Electric  Plant,  Unit  No.  2, 
Darlington  County,  South  Carolina 
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Commonwealth  Edison  Company, 

Docket  Nos.  50*237  and  50*249,  Dresden 
Nuclear  Power  Station,  Units  No.  2  and 
3,  Grundy  County,  Illinois 

Date  of  application  for  amendments: 
August  31, 1988 

Brief  description  of  amendments: 

These  amendments  modify  Section  3.5.F 
of  the  Technical  Specifications  to 
include  more  prescriptive  requirements 
for  Emergency  Core  Cooling  Systems 
operability  during  cold  shutdown  and 
refueling  operational  modes. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  26, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  26, 1988  and  to 
be  implemented  within  60  days. 
Amendment  Nos.:  101, 97 
Provisional  Operating  License  Nos. 
DPR-19  and  DPR-25.  These  amendments 
revised  the  Technical  Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Registen  September  21, 1988  (53  FR 
36669).  The  Commission’s  related 
evaluation  of  the  amendments  is 
contained  in  a  Safety  Evaluation  dated 
Ocotber  28, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No 
Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Morris  Public  Library,  604 
Liberty  Street,  Morris,  Illinois  60450. 

Attorney  to  licensee:  Michael  Miller, 
Esq.,  Sidley  and  Austin,  One  First 
National  Plaza,  Chicago,  Illinois  60603. 

NRC  Project  Director:  Daniel  R. 

Muller 

Commonwealth  Edison  Company, 

Docket  Nos.  50*237/249,  Dre^en 
Nuclear  Power  Station,  Unit  Nos.  2,  and 
3  Grundy  County,  Illinois 
Date  of  application  for  amendments: 
June  20, 1988 

Brief  description  of  amendments:  The 
amendments  change  Technical 
Specifications  for  Dresden  Units  2  and  3 
to  reflect  instrumentation  enhancements 
for  post-accident  monitoring  completed 
per  Regulatory  Guide  1.97  and  NUREG- 
0737  Supplement  1.  In  addition  several 
minor  corrections  and  clarifications  and 
have  been  incorporated. 

Date  of  issuance:  November  3, 1988 
Effective  date:  November  3, 1988  and 
to  be  implemented  within  60  days 
Amendment  Nos.:  102, 98 
Provisional  Operating  License  No. 
DPR-19  and  DPR-25.  The  amendments 
revised  the  Technical  Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Registen  August  10, 1988  (53  FR  30128). 
The  Commission’s  related  evaluation  of 
the  amendments  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  November  3, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No 
Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Morris  Public  Library,  604 
Liberty  Street,  Morris,  Illinois  60450. 


Connecticut  Yankee  Atomic  Powm 
Company,  Docket  No.  50*213,  Haddam 
Neck  Plant,  Middlesex  County, 
Connecticut;  Northeast  Nuclear  Energy 
Company,  et  al;  Nos.  1, 2,  and  3,  New 
London  County,  Connecticut 

Date  of  application  for  amendment 
April  29, 1988  as  supplement  by  letter 
dated  July  21, 1988. 

Brief  description  of  amendment  The 
changes  affect  the  TSs  which  specify  the 
qualifications  and  conduct  of  the 
Nuclear  Review  Board  (NRBJ  for  all 
Units  and  the  Site  Nuclear  Review 
Board  for  Millstone  Units  1,  2  and  3. 

Date  of  Issuance:  October  26, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  28, 1988 
Amendment  Nos.:  108, 25, 144, 26 
Facility  Operating  License  Nos.  DPR- 
61,  DPR-21.  DPR-65  and  NPF-49. 
Amendments  revised  the  Technical 
SpeciHcations. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register:  A^ust  24, 1988  (53  FR  32292). 
The  Commission’s  related  evaluation  of 
these  amendments  is  contained  in  a 
Safety  Evaluation  dated  October  26, 

1988 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
locations:  Russell  Library,  123  Broad 
Street,  Middletown,  Connecticut  06457 
and  Waterford  Public  Library,  49  Rope 
Ferry  Road,  Waterford,  Connecticut 
06385. 

GPU  Nuclear  CorporaUon,  et  al..  Docket 
No.  50*219,  Oyster  Creek  Nuclear 
Generating  Station,  Ocean  County,  New 
Jersey 

Date  of  application  for  amendment 
March  30, 1988  as  supplemented  April 
12, 1988  and  SeptemW  22, 1988. 

Brief  description  of  amendment  ’The 
amendment  modified  Section  3.10  of  the 
Technical  SpeciBcations  to 
accommodate  the  Cycle  12  Core  Reload. 
Specifically,  the  Minimum  Critical 
Power  Ratio  (MCPR)  and  the  maximum 
average  planar  linear  heat  generator 
rated  (MAPLHGR)  limit  was  changed.  It 
also  permitted  the  use  of  GE  8x8EB  fuel. 
Date  of  Issuance:  October  31, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  31, 1988 
Amendment  No.:  129 
Provisional  Operating  License  No. 
DPR-16.  Amendment  revised  the 
Technical  Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Registen  May  4, 1988  (53  FR  15912).  'The 
September  22, 1988  submittal  provided 
additional  clarifying  information  and  did 
not  change  the  determination  of  the 
initial  notice.  The  Commission’s  related 
evaluation  of  this  amendment  is 
contained  in  a  Safety  Evaluation  dated 
October  31, 1988. 


No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Ocean  County  Library, 
Reference  Department,  101  Washington 
Street,  Toms  River,  New  Jersey  08753. 

Georgia  Ponver  Company,  0|^ethorpe 
Power  Corporation,  Municipal  ElecMc 
Authority  of  Georgia,  City  rA  Dalton, 
Geor^  Docket  No.  50-424,  Vogtle 
Elec^  Generating  Plant,  Unit  1,  Burke 
County,  Georgia 

Date  of  application  for  amendment 
Jime  14, 1988,  as  supplemented 
September  27, 1968. 

Brief  description  of  amendment  The 
amendment  modified  the  Technical 
Specifications  to  make  training 
requirements  be  in  accordance  with  10 
CFR55. 

Date  of  issuance:  November  1, 1988 

Effective  date:  November  1, 1988 

Amendment  No.:  12 

Facility  Operating  License  No.  NPF- 
68:  Amendment  revised  the  Technical 
Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register:  July  13, 1988  (53  FR  26523).  The 
Commission’s  related  evaluation  of  the 
amendment  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  November  1, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Burke  County  Library,  412 
Fourth  Street,  Waynesboro,  Georgia 
30830 

Niagara  Mohawk  Power  Corporation, 
Dodcet  No.  50*220,  Nine  Mile  Point 
Nuclear  Station,  Unit  No.  1,  Oswego 
County,  New  Yodk 

Date  of  application  for  amendment 
March  7, 1988,  as  supplemented  April  13, 
1988. 

Brief  description  of  amendment  This 
amendment  revises  'Technical 
Specification  3.1.2  and  4.1.2  for  the 
liquid  poison  system  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  10  CFR  50.6^ 
“Requirements  for  Reduction  of  Risk 
finm  Anticipated  Transients  without 
Scram  (ATWS)  Events  for  Light-Water- 
Cooled  Nuclear  Power  Plants.” 

Date  of  issuance:  October  31, 1988 

Effective  date:  October  31, 1988 

Amendment  No.:  101 

Facility  Operating  License  No.  DPR- 
63:  Amendment  revised  the  Technical 
Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register  June  1, 1988  (53  FR  20044).  The 
stafi  has  found  one  of  the  request^ 
changes,  the  revision  to  Figine  3.1.2b.  to 
be  unacceptable  and  has  issued  a  Notice 
of  Denial.  The  Commission’s  related 
evaluation  of  the  amendment  is 
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contained  in  a  Safety  Evaluation  dated 
October  31, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No 
Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Reference  and  Documents 
Department,  Penfield  Library,  State 
University  of  New  York,  Oswego,  New 
York  13126. 

Omaha  Public  Power  District,  Docket 
No.  50*285,  Fort  Calhoun  Station,  Unit 
No.  1,  Washington  County,  Nebraska 

Date  of  amendment  request:  July  19, 
1988 

Brief  description  of  amendment:  The 
amendment  modiHed  the  Technical 
SpeciHcations  to  provide  the  addition  of 
a  Table  of  Contents  for  Tables  and 
Figures  and  to  correct  an  error  to  a 
location  reference  found  in  Section  2.19. 
Date  of  issuance:  November  3, 1988 
Effective  date:  November  3, 1988 
Amendment  No.:  116 
Facility  Operating  License  No.  DPR- 
40.  Amendment  revised  the  Technical 
SpeciHcations. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register  August  24, 1988  (53  FR  32294). 
The  Commission’s  related  evaluation  of 
the  amendment  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  November  3, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  W.  Dale  Clark  Library,  215 
South  15th  Street,  Omaha,  Nebraska 
68102 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company, 
Docket  Nos.  50-275  and  50*323,  Diablo 
Canyon  Nuclear  Power  Plant,  Units  1 
and  2,  San  Luis  Obispo  County, 
California 

Date  of  applications  for  amendments: 
November  21, 1986  and  November  9, 

1987 

Brief  description  of  amendments:  The 
amendments  modified  paragraph  2.E  of 
the  licenses  to  require  compliance  with 
the  amended  Physical  Security  Plan. 

This  Plan  was  amended  to  conform  to 
the  requirements  of  10  CFR  73.55. 
Consistent  with  the  provisions  of  10  CFR 
73.55,  search  requirements  must  be 
implemented  within  60  days  and 
miscellaneous  amendments  within  180 
days  from  the  effective  date  of  these 
amendments. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  17, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  17, 1988 
Amendment  Nos.:  32  and  31 
Facility  Operating  License  Nos.  DPR- 
80  and  DPR-82:  Amendments  changed 
the  licenses. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register  September  7, 1988  (53  FR 
34609).  The  Commission’s  related 
evaluation  of  the  amendments  is 


contained  in  a  Safeguards  Evaluation 
dated  October  17, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  California  Polytechnic  State 
University  Library,  Government 
Documents  and  Maps  Department,  San 
Luis  Obispo,  California  93407. 

Pennsylvania  Power  and  Light 
Company,  Docket  Nos.  50*387  and  50* 

388  Susquehanna  Steam  Electric  Station, 
Units  1  and  2,  Luzerne  County, 
Pennsylvania 

Date  of  application  for  amendments: 
December  18, 1987 
Brief  description  of  amendments: 
Miscellaneous  Technical  Specification 
Changes;  (a)  correct  errors;  (b)  delete 
redundant  information;  and  (c)  change 
organizational  nomenclature. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  20, 1988 
Effective  date:  As  of  the  date  of 
issuance. 

Amendment  Nos.:  83  and  51 
Facility  Operating  License  Nos.  NPF- 
14  and  NPF-22.  These  amendments 
revised  the  Technical  Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register:  August  10, 1988  (53  FR  30141). 
The  Commission’s  related  evaluation  of 
the  amendments  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  October  20, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No 
Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Osterhout  Free  Library, 
Reference  Department,  71  South 
Franklin  Street,  Wilkes-Barre, 
Pennsylvania  18701. 

Pennsylvania  Power  and  Light 
Company,  Docket  No.  50*387, 
Susquehanna  Steam  Electric  Station, 
Unit  1,  Luzerne  County,  Pennsylvania 

Date  of  application  for  amendment: 
June  3, 1988 

Brief  description  of  amendment:  The 
amendment  revised  the  Technical 
Specifications  for  material  withdrawal 
schedule  and  lead  factor  ratio. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  31, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  31, 1988 
Amendment  No.:  84 
Facility  Operating  License  No.  NPF- 
14:  'This  amendment  revised  the 
Technical  Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register  August  10, 1988  (53  FR  30140). 
The  Commission’s  related  evaluation  of 
the  amendment  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  October  31, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No 
Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Osterhout  Free  Library, 
Reference  Department,  71  South 


Franklin  Street,  Wilkes-Barre, 
Pennsylvania  18701. 

Philadelphia  Electric  Company,  Docket 
No.  50*352,  Limerick  Generating  Station,' 
Unit  1,  Montgomery  County, 
Pennsylvania 

Date  of  application  for  amendment: 
November  18, 1987 
Brief  description  of  amendment:  This 
amendment  modified  Section  6  of  the 
Technical  Specifications  to  reflect  (1)  a 
new  Corporate  and  (II)  a  new  plant  staff 
organizational  structure  and  (III)  a 
revised  composition  of  the  Plant 
Operations  Review  Committee. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  31, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  31, 1988 
Amendment  No.:  10 
Facility  Operating  License  No.  NPF- 
39.  This  amendment  revised  the 
Technical  Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register  December  23, 1987  (52  FR 
48589).  The  Commission’s  related 
evaluation  of  the  amendment  is 
contained  in  a  Safety  Evaluation  dated 
October  31, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No 
Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Pottstown  Public  Library,  500 
High  Street,  Pottstown,  Pennsylvania 
19464. 

Public  Service  Company  of  Colorado, 
Docket  No.  50*267,  Fort  St.  Vrain 
Nuclear  Generating  Station,  Platteville, 
Colorado 

Date  of  amendment  request: 

December  2, 1986  as  supplemented 
October  22, 1987  and  July  15, 1988. 

Brief  description  of  amendment:  The 
amendment  modified  paragraph  2.(D)(3) 
of  the  license  to  require  compliance  with 
the  amended  Physical  Security  Plan.  The 
Plan  was  amended  to  conform  to  the 
requirements  of  10  CFR  73.55.  Consistent 
with  the  provisions  of  10  CFR  73.55, 
search  requirements  must  be 
implemented  within  60  days  and 
miscellaneous  amendments  within  180 
days  from  the  effective  date  of  this 
amendment. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  24, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  24, 1988 
Amendment  No.;  65 
Facility  Operating  License  No.  DPR- 
34.  Amendment  revised  the  Technical 
license. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register  September  21, 1988  (53  FR 
36673).  The  Commission’s  related 
evaluation  of  the  amendment  is 
contained  in  a  Safeguards  Evaluation 
Report  dated  October  24, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No. 
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Local  Public  Document  Room 
location.  Greeley  Public  Library,  City 
Complex  Building,  Greeley,  Colorado 

Public  Service  Electric  &  Gas  Company, 
Docket  No.  50-354,  Hope  Creek 
Generating  Station,  Salem  County,  New 
Jersey 

Date  of  application  for  amendment: 
March  7, 1988 

Brief  description  of  amendment  This 
amendment  deleted  license  condition 
2.C.(3]  concerning  relief  from  certain 
pump  and  valve  testing  requirements. 
Date  of  issuance:  October  26, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  26, 1988 
Amendment  No.:  20 
Facility  Operating  License  No.  NPF- 
57.  This  amendment  revised  the  License. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register:  June  1, 1988  (53  FR  20045).  The 
Commission's  related  evaluation  of  the 
amendment  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  October  26, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No 
Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Pennsville  Public  Library,  190 
S.  Broadway,  Pennsville,  New  Jersey 
08070 

Public  Service  Electric  &  Gas  Company, 
Docket  Nos.  50-272  and  50-311,  Salem 
Generating  Station,  Unit  Nos.  1  and  2, 
Salem  County,  New  Jersey 

Date  of  application  for  amendments: 
August  6, 1985  as  supplemented  on 
August  29. 1986  and  August  16, 1988.  The 
supplemental  letters  did  not  make 
technical  changes  to  the  original 
application. 

Brief  description  of  amendments:  The 
amendments  changed  the  Technical 
Specifications  regarding  air  lock  leakage 
testing. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  21, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  21, 1988 
Amendment  Nos.:  89  and  62 
Facility  Operating  License  Nos.  DPR- 
70  and  DPR-75.  These  amendments 
revised  the  Technical  Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register  September  25, 1985  (50  FR 
38921).  The  Commission's  related 
evaluation  of  the  amendments  is 
contained  in  a  Safety  Evaluation  dated 
October  21, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No 
Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Salem  Free  Public  Library,  112 
West  Broadway,  Salem,  New  Jersey 
08079 


South  Carolina  Electric  &  Gas  Company, 
South  Carolina  Public  Service  Authority, 
Docket  No.  50-3%,  Virgil  C.  Summer 
Nuclear  Station,  Unit  No.  1,  Fairfield 
County,  South  Carolina 

Date  of  application  for  amendment: 
March  8, 1988  as  supplemented  August 
31,  and  September  30. 1988. 

Brief  description  of  amendment:  The 
amendment  changes  the  Technical 
Specifications  by  revising  Figures  3.9-1 
and  3.9-2  of  Section  3.9.12.  These  figures 
establish  the  minimum  required  fuel 
assembly  exposure  as  a  function  of 
initial  enrichment  to  permit  storage  of 
fuel  assemblies  in  Regions  2  and  3  of  the 
spent  fuel  assembly  storage  racks.  In 
addition,  the  amendment  revises 
Sections  5.3.1  and  5.6  of  the  Technical 
Specifications  in  terms  of  maximum 
initial  enrichment  of  U-235  and  minimum 
required  bumup  for  Regions  2  and  3  of 
the  spent  fuel  pool. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  28, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  28, 1988 
Amendment  No.:  74 
Facility  Operating  License  No.  NPF- 
12.  Amendment  revises  the  Technical 
Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register  June  1, 1988  (53  FR  20046).  The 
Commission's  related  evaluation  of  the 
amendment  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  October  28, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No 
Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Fairfield  County  Library, 
Carden  and  Washington  Streets, 
Winnsboro,  South  Carolina  29180. 

South  Carolina  Electric  &  Gas  Company, 
South  Carolina  Public  Service  Authority, 
Docket  No.  50-395,  Virgil  C.  Summer 
Nuclear  Station,  Unit  No.  1,  Fairfield 
County,  South  Carolina 

Dates  of  application  for  amendment: 
May  20, 1988,  as  supplemented  June  20, 
1988,  July  8, 1988,  August  5, 1988, 
September  16, 1988,  September  30, 1988, 
October  11, 1988,  October  13, 1988,  and 
October  24, 1988. 

Brief  description  of  amendment  The 
amendment  changes  the  Technical 
Specifications  to  allow  refueling  and 
operating  with  (1)  Vantage  5  (V5) 
improved  fuel  design  in  combination 
with  the  Westinghouse  low  parasitic 
fuel  assemblies  remaining  in  the  core 
from  Cycle  4  and  (2)  subsequent 
operating  cycles  with  up  to  a  full  core  of 
V5  fuel. 

'  Date  of  issuance:  October  28, 1988 
Effective  date:  October  28, 1988 
Amendment  No.:  75 
Facility  Operating  License  No.  NPF- 
12.  Amendment  revises  the  Technical 
Specifications. 


Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register.  August  10, 1986  (53  FR  30144) 
The  submittals  dated  August  5, 1968, 
September  16, 1988,  September  30, 1968, 
October  11, 1988,  October  13. 1988,  and 
October  24, 1988  provided  clarifying 
information  that  did  not  change  the 
initial  determination  of  no  significant 
hazards  consideration  as  published  in 
the  Federal  Register.  The  Commission's 
related  evaluation  of  the  amendment  is 
contained  in  a  Safety  Evaluation  dated 
October  28, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Fairfield  County  Library, 
Garden  and  Washington  Streets, 
Winnsboro,  South  Carolina  29180. 

Southern  California  Edison  Company,  et 
aU  Docket  No.  50-206,  San  Onofre 
Nuclear  Generating  Station,  Unit  No.  1, 
San  Diego  Coimty,  California 

Date  of  application  for  amendment 
May  26, 1988 

Brief  description  of  amendment  The 
amendment  revised  'Technical 
Specification  Section  3.5.2,  “Control  Rod 
Insertion  Limits,”  to  assure  reactor 
operation  is  consistent  with  core  design 
analysis,  in  that  the  Control  Croup  I 
(Shutdown  Group)  is  precluded  from 
insertion  during  power  operation. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  21, 1988 

Effective  date:  This  license 
amendment  is  elective  the  date  of 
issuance  and  must  be  fully  implemented 
no  later  than  30  days  from  date  of 
issuance. 

Amendment  No.:  Ill 

Provisional  Operating  License  No. 
DPR-13.  Amendment  revised  the 
Technical  Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register  July  27, 1988  (53  FR  28295).  The 
Commission's  related  evaluation  of  the 
amendment  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  October  21, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No  comments. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  General  Library,  University  of 
California,  Post  Office  Box  19557,  Irvine, 
California  92713. 

The  Cleveland  Electric  Illuminating 
Company,  Duquesne  Light  Company, 
Ohio  Edison  Cimpany,  Pennsylvania 
Power  Company,  Toledo  Edison 
Company,  Docket  No.  50-440,  Perry 
Nuclear  Power  Plant,  Unit  No.  1,  Lake 
County,  Ohio 

Date  of  application  for  amendment 
June  9, 1988 

Brief  description  of  amendment  The 
amendment  revises  'Table  3.8.4.1-1  of  the 
Technical  Specifications  to  delete  spare 
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circuit  breakers  from  the  Table  and 
correct  typographical  errors. 

Date  of  issuance;  October  24, 1988 

Effective  date:  October  24, 1988 

Amendment  No.:  17. 

Facility  Operating  License  No.  NPF- 
58.  This  amendment  revised  the 
Technical  Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register:  September  15, 1988  (53  FR 
35941).  The  Commission's  related 
evaluation  of  the  amendment  is 
contained  in  a  Safety  Evaluation  dated 
October  24, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Perry  Public  Library,  3753  Main 
Street,  Perry,  Ohio  44081 

Union  Electric  Company,  Docket  No.  50- 
483,  Callaway  Plant,  Unit  1,  Callaway 
County,  Missouri 

Date  of  application  for  amendment: 
June  28, 1988. 

Brief  description  of  amendment:  The 
amendment  changed  the  TS  to  reflect 
recent  organizational  changes.  All 
references  regarding  the  "Vice 
President,  Nuclear”  are  changed  to  the 
“Senior  Vice  President,  Nuclear.”  The 
position  of  General  Manager, 

Engineering  (Nuclear]  has  been  deleted 
from  the  Nuclear  Safety  Review  Board 
(NSRB)  and  the  Manager,  Licensing  and 
Fuels,  has  been  appointed  Chairman  of 
the  NSRB. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  27, 1988. 

Effective  date:  October  27, 1988. 

Amendment  No.:  39 

Facility  Operating  License  No.  NPF- 
30.  Amendment  revised  the  Technical 
SpeciHcations. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register.  August  24, 1988  (53  FR  32299). 
The  Commission's  related  evaluation  of 
the  amendment  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  October  27, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Callaway  County  Public 
Library,  710  Court  Street,  Fulton, 
Missouri  65251  and  the  John  M.  Olin 
Library,  Washington  University,  Skinker 
and  Lindell  Boulevards,  St.  Louis, 
Missouri  63130. 

Wolf  Creek  Nuclear  Operating 
Corporation,  Kansas  Gas  and  Electric 
Company,  Kansas  City  Power  &  Light 
Company,  Kansas  Electric  Power 
Cooperative,  Inc.,  Docket  No.  50-482, 
Wolf  Creek  Generating  Station,  Coffey 
County,  Kansas 

Date  of  amendment  request: 
December  2, 1986  as  supplemented 
February  18  and  August  2, 1088. 


Brief  description  of  amendment:  The 
amendment  modiHed  paragraph  2.E  of 
the  license  to  require  compliance  with 
the  amended  Physical  Security  Plan. 

This  Plan  was  amended  to  conform  to 
the  requirements  of  10  CFR  73.55. 
Consistent  with  the  provisions  of  10  CFR 
73.55,  search  requirements  must  be 
implemented  within  60  days  and 
miscellaneous  amendments  within  180 
days  from  the  effective  date  of  the 
amendment. 

Date  of  Issuance:  October  24, 1988 

Effective  date:  October  24, 1988 

Amendment  No.:  21 

Facility  Operating  License  No.  NPF- 
42.  Amendment  revised  the  license. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register:  September  21, 1988  (53  FR 
36674).  The  Commission's  related 
evaluation  of  the  amendment  is 
contained  in  a  Safety  Evaluation  dated 
October  24, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
Location:  Emporia  State  University, 
William  Allen  White  Library,  1200 
Commercial  Street,  Emporia,  Kansas 
66801  and  Washburn  University  School 
of  Law  Library,  Topeka,  Kansas 

Yankee  Atomic  Electric  Company, 
Docket  No.  50-029,  Yankee  Nuclear 
Power  Station,  Franklin  County, 
Massachusetts 

Date  of  application  for  amendment: 
June  27, 1988 

Brief  description  of  amendment:  The 
amendment  changes  the  Technical 
SpeciBcations  to  permit  an  increase  in 
the  nitrogen  pressure  in  the  safety 
injection  acciunulator. 

Date  of  issuance:  October  25, 1988 

Effective  date:  October  25, 1988 

Amendment  No.:  119 

Facility  Operating  License  No.  DPR-3: 
Amendment  revises  the  Technical 
Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Kegisten  August  24, 1988  (53  FR  32304). 
The  Commission's  related  evaluation  of 
the  amendment  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  October  25, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No. 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Greenfield  Community  College, 
1  College  Drive,  Greenfield, 
Massachusetts  01301. 

Yankee  Atomic  Electric  Company, 
Docket  no.  50-029,  Yankee  Nuclear 
Power  Station,  Franklin  County, 
Massachusetts 

Date  of  application  for  amendment: 
June  27, 1988 

Brief  description  of  amendment:  The 
amendment  revises  the  technical 


specifications  to  enable  piping 
modifrcations  needed  to  allow  for 
installation  of  the  Water  Clean-Up 
System. 

Date  of  issuance:  November  1, 1988 

Effective  date:  When  the  Water 
Clean-Up  System  is  declared  operable. 

Amendment  No.:  120 

Facility  Operating  License  No.  DPR-3: 
Amendment  revised  the  Technical 
Specifications. 

Date  of  initial  notice  in  Federal 
Register:  August  24, 1988  (53  FR  32304). 
The  Commission's  related  evaluation  of 
the  amendment  is  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  November  1, 1988. 

No  significant  hazards  consideration 
comments  received:  No 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
location:  Greenfield  Community  College, 
1  College  Drive,  GreenBeld, 
Massachusetts  01301. 

NCnCE  OF  ISSUANCE  OF 
AMENDMENT  TO  FACILITY 
OPERA’HNG  UCENSE  AND  HNAL 
DETERMINATION  OF  NO 
SIGNinCANT  HAZARDS 
CONSIDERA'nON  AND 
OPPORTUNITY  FOR  HEARING 
(EXIGENT  OR  EMERGENCY 
CIRCUMSTANCES) 

During  the  period  since  publication  of 
the  last  biweekly  notice,  the 
Commission  has  issued  the  following 
amendments.  The  Commission  has 
determined  for  each  of  these 
amendments  that  the  application  for  the 
amendment  complies  with  the  standards 
and  requirements  of  the  Atomic  Energy 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (the  Act],  and 
the  Commission's  rules  and  regulations. 
The  Commission  has  made  appropriate 
findings  as  required  by  the  Act  and  the 
Commission's  rules  and  regulations  in  10 
CFR  Chapter  I,  which  are  set  forth  in  the 
license  amendment. 

Because  of  exigent  or  emergency 
circumstances  associated  with  the  date 
the  amendment  was  needed,  there  was 
not  time  for  the  Commission  to  publish, 
for  public  comment  before  issuance,  its 
usual  30-day  Notice  of  Consideration  of 
Issuance  of  Amendment  and  Proposed 
No  Signifrcant  Hazards  Consideration 
Determination  and  Opportunity  for  a 
Hearing.  For  exigent  circumstances,  the 
Commission  has  either  issued  a  Federal 
Register  notice  providing  opportunity  for 
public  comment  or  has  used  local  media 
to  provide  notice  to  the  public  in  the 
area  surrounding  a  licensee's  facility  of 
the  licensee's  application  and  of  the 
Commission's  proposed  determination 
of  no  significant  hazards  consideration. 
The  Commission  has  provided  a 
reasonable  opportunity  for  the  public  to 
comment,  using  its  best  efforts  to  make 
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available  to  the  public  means  of 
communication  for  the  public  to  respond 
quickly,  and  in  the  case  of  telephone 
comments,  the  comments  have  been 
recorded  or  transcribed  as  appropriate 
and  the  licensee  has  been  informed  of 
the  public  comments. 

In  circumstances  where  failure  to  act 
in  a  timely  way  would  have  resulted,  for 
example,  in  derating  or  shutdown  of  a 
nuclear  power  plant  or  in  prevention  of 
either  resumption  of  operation  or  of 
increase  in  power  output  up  to  the 
plant’s  licensed  power  level,  the 
Commission  may  not  have  had  an 
opportunity  to  provide  for  public 
comment  on  its  no  significant  hazards 
determination.  In  such  case,  the  license 
amendment  has  been  issued  without 
opportunity  for  comment.  If  there  has 
been  some  time  for  public  comment  but 
less  than  30  days,  the  Commission  may 
provide  an  opportunity  for  public 
comment.  If  comments  have  been 
requested,  it  is  so  stated.  In  either  event, 
the  State  has  been  consulted  by 
telephone  whenever  possible. 

Under  its  regulations,  the  Commission 
may  issue  and  make  an  amendment 
immediately  effective,  notwithstanding 
the  pendency  before  it  of  a  request  for  a 
hearing  from  any  person,  in  advance  of 
the  holding  and  completion  of  any 
required  hearing,  where  it  has 
determined  that  no  signifrcant  hazards 
consideration  is  involved. 

The  Commission  has  applied  the 
standards  of  10  CFR  50.92  and  has  made 
a  frnal  determination  that  the 
amendment  involves  no  signifrcant 
hazards  consideration.  The  basis  for  this 
determination  is  contained  in  the 
documents  related  to  this  action. 
Accordingly,  the  amendments  have  been 
issued  and  made  effective  as  indicated. 

Unless  otherwise  indicated,  the 
Commission  has  determined  that  these 
amendments  satisfy  the  criteria  for 
categorical  exclusion  in  accordance 
with  10  CFR  51.22.  Therefore,  pursuant 
to  10  CFR  51.22(b],  no  environmental 
impact  statement  or  environmental 
assessment  need  be  prepared  for  these 
amendments.  If  the  Commission  has 
prepared  an  environmental  assessment 
under  the  special  circumstances 
provision  in  10  CFR  51.12(b)  and  has 
made  a  determination  based  on  that 
assessment,  it  is  so  indicated. 

For  further  details  with  respect  to  the 
action  see  (1)  the  application  for 
amendment,  (2)  the  amendment  to 
Facility  Operating  License,  and  (3)  the 
Commission’s  related  letter.  Safety 
Evaluation  and/or  Environmental 
Assessment,  as  indicated.  All  of  these 
items  are  available  for  public  inspection 
at  the  Commission’s  Public  Document 
Room,  the  Gelman  Building,  2120  L 


Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC,  and  at  the 
local  public  document  room  for  the 
particular  facility  involved. 

A  copy  of  items  (2)  and  (3)  may  be 
obtained  upon  request  addressed  to  the 
U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission, 
Washington,  DC  20555,  Attention: 
Director,  Division  of  Reactor  Projects. 

The  Commission  is  also  offering  an 
opportunity  for  a  hearing  with  respect  to 
the  issuance  of  the  amendments.  By 
December  16, 1988,  the  licensee  may  frle 
a  request  for  a  hearing  with  respect  to 
issuance  of  the  amen^ent  to  the 
subject  facility  operating  license  and 
any  person  whose  interest  may  be 
affected  by  this  proceeding  and  who 
wishes  to  participate  as  a  party  in  the 
proceeding  must  frle  a  written  petition 
for  leave  to  intervene.  Requests  for  a 
hearing  and  petitions  for  leave  to 
intervene  shall  be  fried  in  accordance 
with  the  Commission’s  “Rules  of 
Practice  for  Domestic  Licensing 
Proceedings”  in  10  CFR  Part  2.  If  a 
request  for  a  hearing  or  petition  for 
leave  to  intervene  is  fried  by  the  above 
date,  the  Commission  or  an  Atomic 
Safety  and  Licensing  Board,  designated 
by  the  Commission  or  by  the  Chairman 
of  the  Atomic  Safety  and  Licensing 
Board  Panel,  will  rule  on  the  request 
and/or  petition  and  the  Secretary  or  the 
designated  Atomic  Safety  and  Licensing 
Board  will  issue  a  notice  of  hearing  or 
an  appropriate  order. 

As  required  by  10  CFR  2.714,  a 
petition  for  leave  to  intervene  shall  set 
forth  with  particularity  the  interest  of 
the  petitioner  in  the  proceeding  and  how 
that  interest  may  be  affected  by  the 
results  of  the  proceeding.  The  petition 
should  specifrcally  explain  the  reasons 
why  intervention  should  be  permitted 
with  particular  reference  to  the 
following  factors:  (1)  the  nature  of  the 
petitioner’s  right  under  the  Act  to  be 
made  a  party  to  the  proceeding;  (2)  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  petitioner’s 
property,  frnancial,  or  other  interest  in 
the  proceeding;  and  (3)  the  possible 
effect  of  any  order  which  may  be 
entered  in  the  proceeding  on  the 
petitioner’s  interest.  The  petition  should 
also  identify  the  specifrc  aspect(s]  of  the 
subject  matter  of  die  proceeding  as  to 
which  petitioner  wishes  to  intervene. 
Any  person  who  has  fried  a  petition  for 
leave  to  intervene  or  who  has  been 
admitted  as  a  party  may  amend  the 
petition  without  requesting  leave  of  the 
Board  up  to  frfteen  (15)  days  prior  to  the 
frrst  prehearing  conference  scheduled  in 
the  proceeding,  but  such  an  amended 
petition  must  satisfy  the  specificity 
requirements  described  above. 

Not  later  than  frfteen  (15)  days  prior  to 
the  frrst  prehearing  conference 
scheduled  in  the  proceeding,  a  petitioner 


shall  frle  a  supplement  to  the  petition  to 
intervene  which  must  include  a  list  of 
the  contentions  which  are  sought  to  be 
litigated  in  the  matter,  and  the  bases  for 
each  contention  set  forth  with 
reasonable  specifrcity.  Contentions  shall 
be  limited  to  matters  within  the  scope  of 
the  amendment  under  consideration.  A 
petitioner  who  fails  to  frle  such  a 
supplement  which  satisfres  these 
requirements  with  respect  to  at  least  one 
contention  will  not  be  permitted  to 
participate  as  a  party. 

Those  permitted  to  intervene  become 
parties  to  the  proceeding,  subject  to  any 
limitations  in  the  order  granting  leave  to 
intervene,  and  have  the  opportunity  to 
participate  fully  in  the  conduct  of  the 
hearing,  including  the  opportunity  to 
present  evidence  and  cross-examine 
witnesses. 

Since  the  Commission  has  made  a 
frnal  determination  that  the  amendment 
involves  no  signifrcant  hazards 
consideration,  if  a  hearing  is  requested, 
it  will  not  stay  the  efrectiveness  of  the 
amendment.  Any  hearing  held  would 
take  place  while  the  amendment  is  in 
effect. 

A  request  for  a  hearing  or  a  petition 
for  leave  to  intervene  must  be  filed  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Commission,  U.S. 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission, 
Washington,  DC  20555,  Attention: 
Docketing  and  Service  Branch,  or  may 
be  delivered  to  the  Commission’s  Public 
Document  Room,  the  Gelman  Building, 
2120  L  Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC,  by 
the  above  date.  Where  petitions  are 
filed  during  the  last  ten  (10)  days  of  the 
notice  period,  it  is  requested  that  the 
petitioner  promptly  so  inform  the 
Commission  by  a  toll-free  telephone  call 
to  Western  Union  at  l-(800)  325-6000  (in 
Missouri  l-(800)  342-6700).  The  Western 
Union  operator  should  be  given 
Datagram  Identifrcation  Number  3737 
and  the  following  message  addressed  to 
{Project  Director)',  petitioner’s  name  and 
telephone  number;  date  petition  was 
mailed;  plant  name;  and  publication 
date  and  page  number  of  this  Federal 
Register  notice.  A  copy  of  the  petition 
should  also  be  sent  to  the  Office  of  the 
General  Counsel,  U.S.  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission,  Washington, 
DC  20555,  and  to  the  attorney  for  the 
licensee. 

Nontimely  filings  of  petitions  for  leave 
to  intervene,  amended  petitions, 
supplemental  petitions  and/or  requests 
for  hearing  will  not  be  entertained 
absent  a  determination  by  the 
Commission,  the  presiding  officer  or  the 
Atomic  Safety  and  Licensing  Board,  that 
the  petition  and/or  request  should  be 
granted  based  upon  a  balancing  of  the 
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factors  specified  in  10  CFR  2.714(a)(l){i)- 
(v)  and  2.714(d). 

Public  Service  Electric  &  Gas  Company, 
Docket  No.  50-311,  Salem  Generating 
Station,  Unit  No.  2,  Salem  Coimty,  New 
Jersey 

Date  of  Application  for  amendment: 
October  10, 1988 

Brief  description  of  amendment:  The 
amendment  changed  the  Technical 
Specifications  to  allow  an  alternate 
sampling  method  of  steam  generator 
tube  inspections,  limited  to  the  fourth 
refueling  outage.  Telephone 
authorization  was  granted  on  an 
emergency  basis  on  October  14, 1988, 
and  confirmed  by  letter  dated  October 
14, 1988. 

Date  of  Issuance:  November  1, 1988 

Effective  Date:  October  14, 1988 

Amendment  No.:  63 

Facility  Operating  License  No.  DPR- 
75:  Amendment  revised  the  Technical 
Specifications. 

Public  comments  requested  as  to 
proposed  no  significant  hazards 
consideration:  No. 

The  Commission's  related  evaluation 
of  the  amendment,  consultation  with  the 
State  of  New  Jersey  and  final  no 
significant  hazards  considerations 
determination  are  contained  in  a  Safety 
Evaluation  dated  November  1, 1988. 

Attorney  for  licensee:  Conner  and 
Wetterhahn,  1747  Pennsylvania  Avenue, 
Washington,  DC  20006 

Local  Public  Document  Room 
Location:  Salem  Free  Public  Library,  112 
West  Broadway,  Salem,  New  Jersey 
08079. 

NRC  Project  Director  Walter  R. 

Butler 

Dated  at  Rockville,  Maryland,  this  9th  day 
of  November,  1988. 

For  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission 
Bruce  A.  Boger, 

Director.  Division  of  Reactor  Projects-I/II, 
Office  of  Nuclear  Reactor  Regulation 
[Doc.  88-26331  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 

BILLING  CODE  7590-01-0 

[Docket  No.  50-155] 

Consumers  Power  Co.;  Issuance  of 
Amendment  to  Facility  Operating 
License 

The  U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  (the  Commission)  has 
issued  Amendment  No.  93  to  Facility 
Operating  License  No.  DPR-6,  issued  to 
Consumers  Power  Company  (the 
licensee),  which  revised  the  'Technical 
Specifications  (TSs)  for  operation  of  the 
Big  Rock  Point  Plant  (the  facility), 
located  in  Charlevoix  County,  Michigan. 
The  amendment  became  effective  on 
October  14, 1988. 


This  amendment  modifies  the  TSs  by 
replacing  the  requirements  to  partial- 
stroke  test  the  Reactor  Depressurization 
System  depressurizing  valves  quarterly 
with  a  requirement  to  full-stroke  test  all 
four  depressurizing  valves  each 
refueling  outage. 

The  application  for  the  amendment 
complies  with  the  standards  and 
requirements  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act 
of  1954,  as  amended  (the  Act),  and  the 
Commission's  rules  and  regulations.  The 
Commission  has  made  appropriate 
findings,  as  required  by  the  Act  and  the 
Commission's  rules  and  regulations  in  10 
CFR  Chapter  I,  which  are  set  forth  in  the 
license  amendment. 

Notice  of  Consideration  of  Issuance  of 
Amendment  and  Opportunity  for 
Hearing  in  connection  with  this  action 
was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
August  23, 1988  (53  FR  32123).  No 
request  for  a  hearing  or  petition  for 
leave  to  intervene  was  filed  following 
this  notice. 

Also  in  connection  with  this  action, 
the  Commission  issued  an 
Environmental  Assessment  and  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact. 

For  further  details  with  respect  to  this 
action,  see  (1)  the  application  for 
amendment  dated  July  5, 1988,  as 
modified  October  10, 1988,  (2) 
Amendment  No.  93  to  License  No.  DPR- 
6,  and  (3)  the  Commission's  related 
Safety  Evaluation.  All  of  these  items  are 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the 
Commission's  Public  Document  Room, 
Gelman  Building,  2120  L  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  DC,  and  at  the  North 
Central  Michigan  College,  1515  Howard 
Street,  Petosky,  Michigan  49770.  A  copy 
of  items  (2)  and  (3)  may  be  obtained 
upon  request  addressed  to  the  U.S. 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission, 
Washington,  DC  20555,  Attention: 
Director,  Division  of  Reactor  Projects — 
III,  IV,  V  and  Special  Projects. 

Dated  at  Rockville,  Maryland,  this  4th  day 
of  November  1988. 

For  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 
Wayne  E.  Scott,  )r.. 

Project  Manager,  Project  Directorate  III-l, 
Division  of  Reactor  Projects — III,  IV,  V& 
Special  Projects. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26442  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNG  CODE  7590-01-M 

[Docket  No.  50-302,  License  No.  DPR-72, 
EA  88-34] 

Florida  Power  Corp.,  Crystal  River  Unit 
3,  Crystal  River,  FL;  Order  Imposing 
Civil  Monetary  Penalty 

I 

Florida  Power  Corporation,  Crystal 
River,  Florida  (licensee)  is  the  holder  of 


Operating  License  No.  DPR-72  (license) 
issued  by  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  (Commission  or  NRC)  on 
January  28, 1977.  The  license  authorizes 
the  licensee  to  operate  the  Crystal  River 
facility  in  accordance  with  the 
conditions  specified  therein. 

II 

An  NRC  inspection  of  the  licensee's 
activities  under  the  license  was 
conducted  on  November  30-December  4, 
1987.  The  results  of  this  inspection 
indicated  that  the  licensee  had  not 
conducted  its  activities  in  full 
compliance  with  NRC  requirements.  A 
written  Notice  of  Violation  and 
Proposed  Imposition  of  Civil  Penalty 
(Notice)  was  served  upon  the  licensee 
by  letter  dated  May  4, 1988.  The  Notice 
stated  that  nature  of  the  violation,  the 
provision  of  the  NRC's  requirements 
that  the  licensee  had  violated,  and  the 
amount  of  the  civil  penalty  proposed  for 
the  violation.  The  licensee  responded  to 
the  Notice  of  Violation  and  Proposed 
Imposition  of  Civil  Penalty  by  letter 
dated  June  2, 1988.  In  its  response,  the 
licensee  admits  the  violation  and  does 
not  take  issue  with  the  Severity  Level, 
but  requests  mitigation  of  the  civil 
penalty  on  the  basis  that  the  mitigation 
factors  in  10  CFR  Part  2,  Appendix  C, 
Section  V.B.  were  not  appropriately 
applied  in  assessing  the  penalty. 


After  consideration  of  the  licensee's 
response  and  the  statements  of  fact, 
explanations,  and  argument  for 
mitigation  contained  therein,  the  Deputy 
Executive  Director  for  Regional 
Operations  has  determined,  as  set  forth 
in  the  Appendix  to  this  Order,  that  the 
original  penalty  proposed  for  the 
violation  designated  in  the  Notice  of 
Violation  and  Proposed  Imposition  of 
Civil  Penalty  should  be  mitigated  by  50 
percent. 


In  view  of  the  foregoing  and  pursuant 
to  section  234  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act 
of  1954,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  2282, 

Pub.  L  96-295)  and  10  CFR  2.205,  it  is 
hereby  ordered  that: 

The  licensee  pay  a  civil  penalty  in  the 
amount  of  Twenty-Five  Thousand 
Dollars  ($25,000)  within  30  days  of  the 
date  of  this  Order,  by  check,  draft,  or 
money  order,  payable  to  the  Treasurer 
of  the  United  States  and  mailed  to  the 
Director,  Office  of  Enforcement,  U.S. 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission,  ATTN: 
Document  Control  Desk,  Washington, 
DC  20555. 
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The  licensee  may  request  a  hearing 
within  30  days  of  the  date  of  this  Order. 
A  request  for  a  hearing  shall  be  clearly 
marked  as  a  "Request  for  an 
Enforcement  Hearing"  and  shall  be 
addressed  to  the  Director,  Office  of 
Enforcement,  U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission,  ATTN:  Document  Control 
Desk,  Washington,  DC  20555,  with  a 
copy  to  the  Assistant  General  Counsel 
for  Enforcement,  the  Regional 
Administrator,  Region  II,  and  to  the  NRC 
Resident  Inspector,  Crystal  River,  Unit  3. 

If  a  hearing  is  requested,  the 
Commission  will  issue  an  Order 
designating  the  time  and  place  of  the 
hearing.  If  the  licensee  fails  to  request  a 
hearing  within  30  days  of  the  date  of  this 
Order,  the  provisions  to  this  Order  shall 
be  effective  without  further  proceedings. 
If  payment  has  not  been  made  by  that 
time,  the  matter  may  be  referred  to  the 
Attorney  General  for  collection. 

In  the  event  the  licensee  requests  a 
hearing  as  provided  above,  the  issue  to 
be  considered  at  such  hearing  shall  be: 

Whether  on  the  basis  of  the  violations 
set  forth  in  the  Notice  of  Violation  and 
Proposed  Imposition  of  Civil  Penalty 
referenced  in  Section  II  above,  which 
the  licensee  has  admitted,  this  Order 
should  be  sustained. 

For  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 
James  M.  Taylor, 

Deputy  Executive  Director  for  Operotions. 

Dated  at  Rockville,  Maryland,  this  31st  day 
of  October  1988. 

Appendix — Evaluation  and  conclusion 

On  May  4, 1988  a  Notice  of  Violation  and 
Proposed  Imposition  of  Civil  Penalty  (Notice) 
was  issued  for  violations  identified  during  an 
NRC  inspection.  Florida  Power  Corporation 
responded  to  the  Notice  on  June  2, 1988.  The 
licensee  admits  the  violation,  but  requests 
mitigation  of  the  civil  penalty. 

Restatement  of  Violation 

10  CFR  Part  50,  Appendix  B,  Cirterion  XVI, 
requires  measures  be  established  to  assure 
that  conditions  adverse  to  quality,  such  as 
failures,  malfunctions,  deficiencies, 
deviations,  defective  materials  and 
equipment,  and  non-conformances  are 
promptly  identified  and  corrected. 

Contrary  to  the  above,  from  May  1980  until 
October  1987,  the  licensee  failed  to  assure 
that  a  condition  adverse  to  quality,  namely,  a 
potentially  overloaded  emergency  diesel 
generator  (EDG),  was  promptly  identified  and 
corrected.  Specihcally:  (a)  The  load  on  EDG/ 
A,  for  certain  design  basis  events,  would 
have  been  approximately  3545  kw  which  is 
above  the  manufacturer’s  published  30- 
minute  rating  of  3300  kw;  (b)  on  several 
occasions,  the  licensee  performed  the  18- 
month  surveillance  testing  of  both  A  and  B 
diesel  generators  with  loads  above  the  3000 
kw  rating,  and  the  licensee  failed  to  identify 
and  perform,  after  each  such  run,  the 


manufacturer’s  recommended  inspection  of 
certain  critical  components;  and  (c)  the 
licensee  had  not  identihed  that  surveillance 
testing  was  performed  at  a  maximum  of  3100 
kw  even  though  the  worst  case  design  basis 
accident  load  given  in  the  Final  Safety 
Analysis  Report  is  3180  kw. 

Summary  of  Licensee’s  Response 

Florida  Power  Corporation  (FPC)  admits 
that  the  violation  occurred  and  does  not  take 
issue  with  its  Severity  Level.  However,  FPC 
requests  mitigation  of  the  civil  penalty  on  the 
basis  that  the  mitigation  factors  in  10  CFR 
Part  2,  Appendix  C.  Section  V.B.,  were  not 
appropriately  applied  in  assessing  the 
penalty.  Its  arguments  in  support  of 
mitigation  are  that  its  corrective  actions  were 
timely  and  aggressive,  that  it  identified  the 
violation,  and  that  proper  credit  was  not 
given  for  its  Configuration  Management 
Program. 

NRC  Evaluation 

Under  the  NRC’s  Enforcement  Policy,  in 
effect  at  the  time  of  the  violation  was 
identified,  reductions  of  up  to  50%  of  the  base 
civil  penalty  may  be  given  when  a  licensee 
identifies  the  violation  and  promptly  reports 
it  to  the  NRC.  In  weighing  this  factor, 
consideration  will  be  given  to,  among  other 
things,  the  length  of  time  the  violation  existed 
prior  to  discovery,  the  opportunity  available 
to  discover  the  violation,  the  ease  of 
discovery  and  the  promptness  and 
completeness  of  any  required  report.  In 
addition,  the  staff  gives  credit  for  effective 
comprehensive  licensee  programs  for 
detection  of  problems  that  may  constitute,  or 
lead  to  violation  of  regulatory  requirements. 

With  respect  to  the  problem  as  described 
in  the  NOV,  the  staff  credits  the  licensee  with 
identifying  the  problem.  The  staff  recognizes 
that  the  problem  existed  for  approximately 
seven  years  as  a  result  of  a  fundamental  error 
that  was  incorporated  at  the  time  of  a  design 
modiffcation  (January  1980),  but  notes  that 
there  was  not  a  reasonable  opportunity  to 
discover  the  problem  prior  to  the  time  when 
the  licensee  began  a  detailed  review  of  the 
EDG  loading  in  June  1987.  The  staff  has 
reconsidered  the  complexity  of  the  problem 
as  it  related  to  the  length  of  time  that  it  took 
the  licensee  to  fully  realize  and  understand 
the  extent  of  the  problem,  and  the 
promptness  and  completeness  with  which  the 
licensee  submitted  the  required  reports. 

While  the  licensee  argues  that  mitigation  for 
identification  is  appropriate  based  on  their 
comprehensive  Configuration  Management 
Program  (CMP),  the  NRC  notes  that  in  the 
case  of  this  violation,  the  problem  was  not 
discovered  from  the  CMP,  but  rather  while 
determining  the  setting  for  an  emergency 
diesel  generator  directional  power  relay 
which  was  being  added  to  correct  problems 
disclosed  during  an  event  described  in  LER 
84-003-00.  Nevertheless,  the  staff  has 
concluded  to  mitigate  the  original  civil 
penalty  by  50%  for  this  factor. 

Mitigation  of  50%  may  also  be  given  for 
corrective  actions  which  are  unusually 
prompt  and  extensive.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
civil  penalty  may  be  increased  by  as  much  as 
50%  if  initiation  of  corrective  action  is  not 
prompt  or  if  the  corrective  action  is  only 


minimally  acceptable.  In  weighing  this  factor, 
consideration  will  be  given  to,  among  other 
things,  the  timeliness  of  the  corrective  action, 
degree  of  licensee  initiative,  and  the 
comprehensiveness  of  the  corrective  action — 
such  as  whether  the  action  is  focused 
narrowly  to  the  specific  violation  or  broadly 
to  the  general  area  of  concern. 

Although  the  special  testing  which  was 
conducted  to  empirically  confirm  the  loading 
calculations  was  an  important  part  of  the 
licensee’s  corrective  action,  the  performance 
of  these  tests  was  only  done  at  the  insistence 
of  the  NRC  to  support  the  licensee’s  request 
for  an  exemption  from  the  requirements  of 
GDC-17,  Furthermore,  which  the  licensee  is 
complying  with  the  terms  of  the  exemption, 
the  licensee  has  not  yet  implemented  the 
long-term  solution  to  bring  the  facility  into 
compliance  with  GDC-17.  As  noted  in  the 
stafT s  NOV,  the  CMP  represents  a  positive 
commitment  to  programmatic  configuration 
enhancement;  however,  weaknesses  still 
exist  and  need  to  be  remedied  in  your 
planned  efforts  to  improve  the  effectiveness 
of  the  CMP  for  prompt  corrective  action  in 
the  resolution  of  design  problems.  Therefore, 
based  on  a  review  of  the  above 
considerations  for  the  factor  of  corrective 
actions,  the  base  amount  was  not  mitigated 
or  escalated. 

NRC  Conclusion 

For  reasons  set  forth  herein,  the  NRC  Staff 
has  concluded  that  the  licensee  has  provided 
an  adequate  basis  for  mitigation  of  the  civil 
penalty  by  50%.  Consequently,  the  civil 
penalty  in  the  amount  of  $25,000  should  be 
imposed. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26443  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUHG  CODE  7590-01-11 


SECURITIES  AND  EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


[Release  No.  34-26263;  File  No.  SR-Amex- 
86-26] 

Self-Regulatory  Organizations; 
Proposed  Rule  Change  by  American 
Stock  Exchange,  Inc.  Relating  to 
Amendments  to  Sections  712  and  713 
of  the  Amex  Company  Guide  To 
Modify  the  Circumstances  Under 
Which  Shareholder  Approval  Is 
Required  as  a  Condition  to  Exchange 
Approval  and  Listing  of  Additioruil 
Stock  Issuances 

Pursuant  to  section  19(b)(1)  of  the 
Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934  (“Act”), 
15  U.S.C.  78s(b)(l),  notice  is  hereby 
given  that  on  October  24, 1988,  the 
American  Stock  Exchange,  Inc.  (“Amex” 
or  “Exchange”)  filed  with  the  Securities 
and  Exchange  Commission 
(“Commission”)  the  proposed  rule 
change  as  described  in  Items  I,  II  and  III 
below,  which  Items  have  been  prepared 
by  the  Amex.  The  Commission  is 
publishing  this  notice  to  solicit 
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comments  on  the  proposed  rule  change 
from  interested  persons. 

I.  Self-Regulatory  Organization’s 
Statement  of  the  Terms  of  Substance  of 
the  Proposed  Rule  Change 

The  American  Stock  Exchange,  Inc.  is 
proposing  to  amend  Sections  712  and 
713  of  the  Amex  Company  Guide  to 
modify  the  circumstances  under  which 
shareholder  approval  is  required  as  a 
condition  to  Exchange  approval  and 
listing  of  additional  stock  issuances. 

The  text  of  the  proposed  rule  change 
is  available  at  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary,  Amex  and  at  the 
Commission. 

II.  Self-Regulatory  Organization’s 
Statement  of  the  Purpose  of,  and 
Statutory  Basis  for,  the  Proposed  Rule 
Change 

In  its  filing  with  the  Commission,  the 
Amex  included  statements  concerning 
the  purpose  of  and  basis  for  the 
proposed  rule  change  and  discussed 
comments  it  received  on  the  proposed 
rule  change.  The  text  of  these 
statements  may  be  examined  at  the 
places  specified  in  Item  IV  below.  The 
Amex  has  prepared  summaries,  set  forth 
in  Sections  (A),  (B),  and  (C)  below,  of 
the  most  signihcant  aspects  of  such 
statements. 

A.  Self-Regulatory  Organization’s 
Statement  of  the  Purpose  of  and 
Statutory  Basis  for,  the  Proposed  Rule 
Change 

(1)  Purpose 

Under  current  Amex  rules, 
shareholder  approval  is  required 
pursuant  to  Section  712  of  the  Amex 
Company  Guide  as  a  condition  to  listing 
additonal  shares  of  common  stock  (or 
securities  convertible  into  common 
stock)  where  such  shares  are  to  be  used: 

(1)  as  the  sole  or  partial  consideration  in 
acquiring  the  stock  or  assets  of  another 
company,  if: 

(a)  the  number  of  shares  to  be  issued  could 
increase  the  company's  outstanding  stock  by 
20%  or  more,  or 

(b)  any  single  officer,  director  or 
substantial  stockholder  of  the  listed  company 
has  a  5%  or  greater  interest  (or  such  persons 
collectively  have  a  10%  or  greater  interest)  in 
the  company  or  assets  to  be  acquired  or  in 
the  consideration  to  be  paid  in  the 
transaction  and  the  issuance  could  result  in 
an  increase  in  outstanding  common  shares  of 
50%  or  more:  or 

(2)  pursuant  to  Section  713  of  the  Amex 
Company  Guide  for  any  other  purpose,  if: 

(a)  the  sale  or  issuance  by  the  company  of 
common  stock  is  to  be  effected  at  a  price  less 
than  the  greater  of  book  or  market  value,  and 
such  sale,  together  with  the  sale  of  securities 
by  officers,  directors,  or  principal 
stockholders,  equals  20%  or  more  of  the 
presently  outstanding  common  stock,  or 


(b)  if  20%  or  more  of  the  company’s 
outstanding  common  stock  is  to  be  sold  for 
less  than  the  greater  of  book  or  market  value. 

Representatives  of  the  business  and 
legal  communities  have  from  time  to 
time  commented  that  these 
requirements,  and  similar  New  York 
Stock  Exchange  requirements,  are 
unnecessarily  arbitrary  and  restrictive.* 

The  Exchange  is  now  proposing  to 
change  its  requirements.  While  the 
revision  will  result  in  fewer  transactions 
being  submitted  for  shareholder 
approval,  other  rules  and  policies,  some 
of  which  were  not  fully  developed  when 
these  requirements  were  first  adopted, 
provide  significant  protection  for 
investors.  In  this  regard,  it  is  noted  that 
today’s  investors  benefit  from 
significantly  enhanced  corporate 
disclosure  which  is  more  comprehensive 
and  timely  than  in  the  past.  This  is 
reflected  in  mandatory  Commission 
filings,  issuer  press  releases  (which  the 
Amex  requires  for  every  material  event) 
and  the  rapid  and  independent 
dissemination  of  information  by  the 
various  news  services.  Further,  the  great 
majority  of  Amex  companies  now  have 
audit  or  comparable  committees  of 
disinterested  directors  which,  under 
Amex  rules,  are  required  to  approve 
transactions  raising  potential  conflicts 
of  interest.® 

For  these  reasons,  the  Exchange 
believes  that  it  would  be  appropriate  to 
limit  the  extent  to  which  its 
requirements  intrude  on  corporate 
decision-making,  and,  therefore, 
proposes  an  increase  of  the  present  20% 
threshold  to  25%. 

Similarly,  it  would  also  be  appropriate 
to  increase  the  triggering  threshold  for 
shareholder  approval  of  acquisitions  in 
which  officers  and  directors  have  a 
financial  interest  from  5%  individually 
(10%  collectively)  to  10%  individually 
(20%  collectively). 

A  new  subsection  is  proposed  to 
acknowledge  the  long-standing  policy  of 
the  Exchange  not  to  require  strict 
application  of  the  requirements  to  a 
transaction  undertaken  by  a  financially 
distressed  company,  where  time  is  of  the 
essence.  Where  a  company  ask  for  an 
exception  based  upon  financial  need,  it 
would  be  required  to  (a)  publicly 
acknowledge  its  Hnancial  difficulty  at 
least  ten  days  prior  to  the  closing  of  the 
proposed  transaction;  and  (b)  obtain 
approval  of  the  transaction  either  by  its 


*  See  e.g.,  SEC  File  No.  SR-NYSE-88-19  where 
the  New  York  Stock  Exchange  cited  such  criticism 
in  connection  with  an  analogous  proposal  to  revise 
its  threshold  for  requiring  sharehold  approval  from 
18V4%  to  25%. 

*  See  Section  12  of  the  Amex  Company  Guide, 
and  Form  SD-1  Listing  Agreement. 


audit  committee  or  by  a  similar 
committee  of  disinterested  directors. 

Finally,  in  the  interest  of  simplicity 
and  greater  readability,  we  are 
proposing  to  combine  Sections  712  and 
713  into  a  single  section. 

(2)  Basis 

'The  proposed  rule  change  is 
consistent  with  section  6(b)  of  the  Act  in 
general  and  furthers  the  objectives  of 
section  6(b)(5)  in  particular  in  that  it 
promotes  just  and  equitable  principles 
of  trade,  facilities  transactions  in 
securities  and  perfects  the  mechanism  of 
a  free  and  open  market  and  a  national 
market  system. 

B.  Self-Regulatory  Organization ’s 
Statement  on  Burden  on  Competition 

The  proposed  rule  change  will  impose 
no  burden  on  competition. 

C.  Self  Regulatory  Organization ’s 
Statement  on  Comments  on  the 
Proposed  Rule  Change  Received  from 
Members,  Participants  or  Others 

No  written  comments  were  solicited 
or  received  with  respect  to  the  proposed 
rule  change. 

III.  Date  of  Effectiveness  of  the 
Proposed  Rule  Change  and  Timing  for 
Commission  Action 

Within  35  days  of  the  date  of 
publication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register  or  within  such  longer  period  (i) 
as  the  Commission  may  designate  up  to 
90  days  of  such  date  if  it  finds  such 
longer  period  to  be  appropriate  and 
publishes  its  reasons  for  so  finding  or  (ii) 
as  to  which  the  Annex  consents,  the 
Commission  will: 

(A)  By  order  approve  such  proposed 
rule  change,  or 

(B)  Institute  proceedings  to  determine 
whether  the  proposed  rule  change 
should  be  disapproved. 

IV.  Solicitation  of  Comments 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to 
submit  written  data,  views  and 
arguments  concerning  the  foregoing. 
Persons  making  written  submissions 
should  file  six  copies  thereof  with  the 
Secretary,  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission,  450  Fifth  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20549.  Copies  of  the 
submission,  all  subsequent  amendments, 
all  written  statements  with  respect  to 
the  proposed  rule  change  that  are  filed 
with  the  Commission,  and  all  written 
communications  relating  to  the  proposed 
rule  change  between  the  Commission 
and  any  person,  other  than  those  that 
may  be  withheld  from  the  public  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  5 
U.S.C.  552,  will  be  available  for 
inspection  and  copying  in  the 
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Commission's  Public  Reference  Section, 
450  Fifth  Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC 
20549.  Copies  of  such  Sling  will  also  be 
available  for  inspection  and  copying  at 
the  principal  ofSce  of  the  Amex.  All 
submissions  should  refer  to  the  file 
number  in  the  caption  above  and  should 
be  submitted  by  December  7, 1988. 

For  the  Commission  by  the  Division  of 
Market  Regulation,  pursuant  to  delegated 
authority. 

Jonathan  G.  Katz, 

Secretary. 

November  8, 1968. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26417  FUed  11-15-68;  8:45  am] 
BHJJNG  CODE  S01<M>1-« 

[Release  No.  34-26266;  RIe  No.  SR-PSE- 
88-23] 

Self-Regulatory  Organizations; 
Proposed  Rule  Change  by  The  Pacifle 
Stock  Exchange  Inc.  Relating  to  a 
Policy  for  Allocating  Booth  Space  on 
the  PSE  Options  Trading  Hoor 

Pursuant  to  section  19(b)(1)  of  the 
Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934, 15 
U.S.C.  78s(b)(l),  notice  is  hereby  given 
that  on  October  11, 1988,  the  Pacific 
Stock  Exchange  Incorporated  ("PSE”  or 
the  “Exchange”)  filed  with  the  Securities 
and  Exchange  Commission  the  proposed 
rule  change  as  described  in  Items  I,  n 
and  III  below,  which  Items  have  been 
prepared  by  the  self-regulatory 
organization.  The  Commission  is 
publishing  this  notice  to  solicit 
comments  on  the  proposed  rule  change 
from  interested  persons. 

I.  Self-Regulatory  Organization's 
Statement  of  ttie  Terms  of  Substance  of 
the  Proposed  Rule  Change 

The  Pacific  Stock  Exchange 
Incorporated  (“PSE”  or  the  “Exchange”), 
pursuant  to  Rule  19b-4  of  the  Securities 
and  Exchange  Act  of  1934  (“the  Act”),  is 
submitting  this  rule  filing  for  the  purpose 
of  adopting  the  following  policy  for  die 
allocation  of  booth  space  on  the  options 
trading  floor. 

Options  Floor  Booth  Allocation  Policy 
Formula 

The  Booth  Allocation  Formula  is 
comprised  of  three  components:  (1) 
Monthly  trades;  (2)  monthly  contracts; 
and  (3)  number  of  employees.  The  three 
components  are  averaged  to  obtain  a 
percentage  for  each  member  firm  {e.g..  If 
a  particular  firm  executed  17.53%  of  the 
Exchange's  monthly  contracts,  16.16%  of 
the  trades  and  employed  9.45%  of  the 
floor  personnel,  the  average  would  be 
14.38%  of  all  three  components  (17.53 
18.16  9.45  /  3  =  14.38%)). 


The  booth  figures  for  both  clearing 
firms  and  retail/stock  execution  firms 
ere  compiled  on  a  monthly  as  well  as 
quarterly  basis.  A  rolling  six-month 
evaluation  is  used  for  purposes  of 
determining  the  allocation  of  booth 
space.  The  quarterly  figures  constitute 
the  primary  data  used  for  the  evaluation 
of  a  booth  space,  which  is  done  using 
the  Booth  Utilization  Guidelines.  Booth 
space  for  clearing  firms  and  retail/stock 
execution  firms  is  then  allocated  as 
follows: 

Clearing  Firms — ^The  clearing  firms' 
percentages  are  separated  and  adjusted 
to  reflect  the  average  number  of  booths 
allocated  to  the  clearing  firms.  For 
example,  a  clearing  firm  entitled  to  an 
allocation  of  30%  of  200  booths  available 
on  the  options  floor  (60  booths)  would 
only  be  allocated  63.3%  of  the  60  booths 
(38  booths,  or  19%  of  the  200  booths), 
based  on  the  current  booth  space  it  is 
allocated.  A  particular  clearing  firm  that 
has  an  overall  average  of  5%  of  the 
Booth  Allocation  Formula’s  three 
components  is  therefore  entitled  to 
63.3%  of  the  5%  or  6  booths.  Assuming 
there  is  a  15%  residual  of  the  total  200 
booths  from  the  clearing  firms,  this  15% 
residual  (30  booths)  would  be  divided 
among  the  retail/stock  execution  firms 
according  to  the  percentage  within  the 
group. 

Retail/stock  Execution  Firms — ^The 
same  Booth  Allocation  Formula  used  for 
clearing  firms  is  applied  to  retail/stock 
execution  firms.  In  addition,  the  residual 
of  the  clearing  firms'  percentages  is 
allocated  among  the  retail/stock 
execution  firms.  For  example,  the 
clearing  firm  residual  of  15%  (30  booths) 
would  be  divided  among  the  retail/stock 
execution  firms  based  upon  the 
percentages  within  the  group.  If  a  given 
retail/stock  firm’s  three  components 
have  an  average  of  11%,  the  allocation  is 
11%  of  the  residual  15%  or  1.65%.  The 
additional  percentage  woiild  then 
provide  the  retail/stock  firm  with  a 
12.65%  allocation.  Hie  retail/stock  firm 
would  be  entitled  to  hold,  based  upon 
the  formula,  25  booths  (200  X  12.65%). 

Booth  Utilization  Guidelines 

The  evaluation  of  booth  utilization 
involves  several  factors  applied  only  to 
the  member  firm  leasing  the  booth 
space.  First,  effective  use  of  the  booth 
requires  that  it  be  occupied  at  least  50% 
of  the  trading  day  by  the  stafl  of  the 
member  firm  that  is  leasing  the  booth. 

Second,  a  booth  must  have  at  a 
minimum  an  operational  phone.  Further 
consideration  is  given  to  support 
equipment  located  in  the  booth  space, 
such  as  Quotron,  Bridge,  inhouse 
systems  and  order  support  facilities. 
Each  booth  should  have  a  minimum  of 


between  three  to  five  working  voice 
lines,  not  including  any  second  party 
lines,  as  allowed  under  Subordinate 
Issues/Subleasing. 

The  evaluation  of  booth  space 
utilization  does  not  include  a  firm’s  use 
of  the  space  for  trade  matching  or  any 
other  t)^e  of  trading  support  operation 
that  may  effectively  be  carried  out 
elsewhere. 

The  aforementioned  criteria  are  listed 
below  in  order  of  priority.  They  are: 

1.  Effective  utilization  of  booth  by 

personnel  (50%  occupancy). 

2.  Operational  phone. 

3.  Member  firm  supported  equipment 

(i.e.,  order  machines). 

4.  Interrogation  devices. 

5.  Three  to  five  operating  voice  lines. 

Booths  which  are  not  sufficiently 

utilized  using  the  objective  criteria  listed 
above  are  subject  to  forfeiture  and 
reassignment  notwithstanding  any 
entitlement  pursuant  to  the  Booth 
Allocation  Formula. 

Subordinate  issues 

Subleasing — ^The  subleasing  of  booth 
space  by  one  member  to  another 
member  firm  is  prohibited.  The 
Exchange  has  established  direct  leasing 
agreements  with  all  firms  qualifying  for 
booth  space.  This  prohibits  any 
arrangements  with  regard  to  booth 
rental  occupancy,  or  use  other  than  with 
a  direct  written  agreement  with  the 
Exchange.  A  member  firm  may  allow 
another  member  firm  to  install  either  a 
single  phone  or  drop  line  in  its  booth 
space.  Prior  to  installation  of  a  single 
phone  or  drop  line,  the  member  firm 
wishing  to  install  the  telephone  or  drop 
line  must  seek  written  approval  from  the 
Exchange.  Exchange  approve  phones  or 
drop  lines  will  not  be  considered  in 
evaluating  booth  utilization  of  the 
member  firm  allocated  the  booth  space. 
Phone  or  drop  lines  may  not  be  staffed 
by  the  member  firm  that  installed  the 
phone  or  drop  line. 

Booth  alterations — ^Booth  alterations 
are  made  at  the  expense  of  the  member 
firm  leasing  the  booth,  and  the  member 
firm,  at  its  expense,  is  required  to  return 
the  booth  to  its  original  condition  upon 
vacating  the  space.  Physical  alteration 
of  a  booth  requires  the  Exchange’s  prior 
approval. 

Merger — Booth  space  occupied  by  a 
member  firm  that  merges  with  another 
member  firm  will  revert  back  to  the 
Exchange.  Any  reallocation  will  be  at 
the  discretion  of  the  Exchange.  The 
surviving  member  firm  will  be 
considered  for  possible  reallocation  of 
booth  space  pursuant  to  the  Booth 
Allocation  Formula.  The  surviving 
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member  firm  will  be  given  a  higher 
degree  of  consideration  for  the 
reallocation  of  booth  space. 

Vacated  booth  space — ^Booth  space 
that  is  vacated  for  any  reason  will 
automatically  revert  back  to  the 
Exchange  for  reallocation.  Booth  space 
that  is  vacated  must  be  returned  to  its 
original  condition  by  the  vacating 
member  firm  before  booth  space  fees 
are  terminated. 

Anticipated  volume — member  firm 
may  request  additional  booth  space 
based  upon  the  anticipation  of  increased 
volume  (e.g.,  the  merger  of  two  firms, 
increased  operational  needs).  A  member 
firm’s  request  for  additional  booth  space 
will  be  evaluated  by  the  Exchange.  Any 
additional  booth  space  that  is  allocated 
will  be  done  so  on  a  provisional  basis. 
After  a  period  not  t  J  exceed  six  months, 
the  Exchange  will  conduct  an  evaluation 
of  the  member  firm’s  booth  space  to 
determine  if  the  additional  booth  space 
is  being  utilized  pursuant  to  the  booth 
utilization  factors. 

Stock  firms — ^Booth  space  allocated  to 
stock  execution  firms  or  to  other  firms 
that  will  be  utilizing  the  booth  space  for 
stock  execution  will  be  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Exchange.  Allocated  booth  space 
may  not  be  contiguous. 

^change  allocation  of  space — ^The 
Exchange  reserves  the  right  to  reallocate 
to  member  firms  as  needed  5%  of  the 
total  booth  space  presently  allocated  to 
member  firms.  In  reallocating  booth 
space  the  Exchange  will  evaluate  the 
utilization  of  a  member  firm’s  booth 
space. 

n.  Self-Regulatory  Organization’s 
Statement  of  the  Purpose  of,  and 
Statutory  Basis  for  the  Proposed  Rule 
Change 

In  its  filing  with  the  Commission,  the 
self-regulatory  organization  included 
statements  concerning  the  purpose  of 
and  basis  for  the  proposed  rule  change. 
The  text  of  these  statements  may  be 
examined  at  the  places  specified  in  Item 
IV  below.  The  self-regulatory 
organization  has  prepared  summaries, 
set  forth  in  Sections  (A),  (B)  and  (C) 
below,  of  the  most  significant  aspects  of 
such  statements. 

(A)  Self-Regulatory  Organization’s 
Statement  of  the  I^rpose  of  and 
Statutory  Basis  for  the  Proposed  Rule 
Change 

The  purpose  of  the  policy  is  to  provide 
a  fair  and  equitable  procedure  for 
allocating  approximately  200  booth 
spaces  to  member  firms  on  the  PSE 
options  trading  floor.  A  majority  of  these 
booths  are  presently  leased  to  member 
firms. 


There  have  been  increasing  requests 
by  member  firms  for  additional  booth 
space  on  the  Exchange’s  options  floor, 
liie  requests  substantially  outnumber 
the  booth  space  that  is  now  available. 
Many  of  the  presently  vacant  booths  are 
located  in  non-prime  areas  [prime  area 
is  defined  as  a  booth  either  near  a 
trading  crowd,  near  posts  that  are 
active,  or  near  a  central  passageway). 
There  are  also  a  number  of  booth  spaces 
which  are  not  being  effectively  utilized 
by  member  firms.  In  some  cases, 
member  firms  are  unwilling  to  vacate 
underutilized  booth  space  for  real- 
location  to  other  member  firms  that 
have  shown  a  substantial  business  need 
for  more  booth  space.  Consequently, 
staff  has  found  it  necessary  to  formulate 
a  policy  that  would  allocate  the  booth 
space  on  the  Exchange’s  options  floor 
based  on  a  member  firm’s  utilization  of 
such  booth  space. 

The  Booth  Allocation  Formula  was 
devised  to  allocate  booth  space  to 
member  firms  by  taking  into 
consideration  historical  trading  data 
(number  of  trades  and  contracts)  and 
the  number  of  employees  used  to 
support  each  operation.  The  formula 
also  takes  into  consideration  the 
differing  space  requirements  of  the 
market  maker  clearing  firms  and  the 
retail/stock  execution  firms.  The 
formula  is  to  be  used  in  conjunction 
with  Booth  Utilization  and  Subordinate 
Issues. 

The  Booth  Utilization  Guidelines  were 
devised  to  define  effective  use  of  booth 
space  by  specifying  requirements  such 
as  the  support  equipment  (e.g.,  Quotron), 
the  number  of  operational  phone  lines, 
and  the  occupancy  levels  in  each  booth. 

Additional  issues  are  addressed  in  the 
Subordinate  Issues  section.  The  practice 
of  one  firm  subleasing  to  another  is 
prohibited  in  this  section.  Subleasing  is 
considered  ineffective  utilization  of 
booth  space  by  the  primary  firm  renting 
the  space.  However,  a  firm  may  place  a 
telephone  or  drop  line  in  another  firm’s 
booth  space.  The  Exchange  will  control 
the  placement  of  a  member  firm’s 
equipment  in  a  booth  space  it  is  not 
leasing,  as  well  as  charge  an  installation 
fee. 

The  Booth  Alteration  section  allows 
the  Exchange  to  control  any  alterations 
a  lessee  member  firm  may  wish  to  make 
to  its  allocated  booth  space.  It  also 
requires  that  a  member  firm  pay  for 
booth  space  alterations  and  restore  the 
booths  to  their  original  conditions  when 
vacated. 

If  any  member  firms  merge,  the  booth 
space  of  the  member  firm  merging  into 
the  surviving  firm,  either  operationally 


or  otherwise,  will  revert  back  to  the 
Exchange  for  reallocation  as  the 
Exchange  deems  appropriate. 

Member  firms  may  request  booth 
space  under  the  Anticipated  Volume 
section  when  they  are  not  entitled  to  it 
based  upon  the  Booth  Allocation 
Formula  or  the  Booth  Utilization 
Guidelines.  'The  Exchange  will 
determine  if  the  reason  for  the  request  is 
warranted  (i.e.,  new  accounts,  projected 
business  growth,  etc.).  Any  booth  space 
allocation  is  subject  to  review  by  the 
Exchange  at  a  later  date. 

The  requirements  of  firms  who 
primarily  provide  equity  stock  execution 
services  to  the  market  makers  are  lower 
than  the  retail  or  market  maker  clearing 
firms  and  must  therefore  be  controlled 
so  as  to  avoid  the  allocation  of 
contiguous  booth  space  whenever 
possible. 

In  addition  to  regular  reviews  of  each 
member  firm’s  order  flow  (trades, 
contracts),  the  Exchange  expressly 
reserves  the  right  to  maintain  or  recall 
5%  of  the  total  booth  space  available  in 
order  to  satisfy  any  new  or  additional 
requests  for  booth  space  on  the  options 
floor.  However,  the  Exchange  will 
evaluate  any  recall  of  booth  space 
based  on  the  Utilization  Guidelines.  Any 
booth  space  vacated  by  a  member  firm 
will  revert  back  to  the  Exchange  for 
allocation. 

The  proposed  Booth  Allocation  Policy 
is  consistent  with  the  requirements  of 
the  Securities  and  Exchange  Act  of  1934 
(“the  Act”)  and  the  rules  and  regulations 
thereunder  applicable  to  the  Exchange 
in  that  it  will  provide  for  an  equitable 
allocation  of  booth  space  among  its 
members  utilizing  the  facilities  of  the 
PSE. 

The  PSE  believes  that  this  booth 
space  alocation  policy  is  consistent  with 
section  6(b)(5)  of  the  Act,  which 
provides,  in  pertinent  part,  that  the  rules 
of  the  Exchange  be  designed  to  promote 
just  and  equitable  principles  of  trade. 

(B)  Self-Regulatory  Organization’s 
Statement  on  Burden  on  Competition 

The  Exchange  does  not  believe  that 
the  proposed  rule  change  imposes  a 
burden  on  competition. 

(C)  Self-Regulatory  Organization ’s 
Statement  on  Comments  on  the 
Proposed  Rule  Change  Received  from 
Members,  Participants  or  Others 

Written  comments  on  the  proposed 
rule  change  were  neither  solicited  nor 
received. 
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III.  Date  of  Effectiveness  of  the 
Proposed  Rule  Change  and  Timing  for 
Commission  Action 

Within  35  days  of  the  date  of  the 
publication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register  or  within  such  longer  period:  (i) 
As  the  Commission  may  designate  up  to 
90  days  of  such  date  if  it  Hnds  such 
longer  ];)eriod  to  be  appropriate  and 
publishes  its  reasons  for  so  finding;  or 
(ii)  as  to  which  the  self-regulatory 
organization  consents,  the  Commission 
will: 

(A)  By  order  approve  such  proposed 
rule  change;  or 

(B)  Institute  proceedings  to  determine 
whether  the  proposed  rule  change 
should  be  disapproved. 

rv.  Solicitation  of  Comments 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to 
submit  written  data,  views  and 
argiunents  concerning  the  foregoing. 
Persons  making  written  submissions 
should  file  six  copies  thereof  with  the 
Secretary,  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission,  450  Fifth  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20549.  Copies  of  the 
submission,  all  subsequent  amendments, 
all  written  statements  with  respect  to 
the  proposed  rule  change  that  are  filed 
vsrith  the  Commission,  and  all  written 
communications  relating  to  the  proposed 
rule  change  between  the  Commission 
and  any  person,  other  than  those  that 
may  be  withheld  fi:t)m  the  public  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  5 
U.S.C.  552,  will  be  available  for 
inspection  and  copying  in  the 
Commission's  Public  Reference  Section, 
450  Fifth  Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC. 
Copies  of  such  filing  will  also  be 
available  for  inspection  and  copying  at 
the  principal  office  of  the  above- 
mentioned,  self-regulatory  organization. 
All  submissions  should  refer  to  the  file 
number  in  the  caption  above  and  should 
be  submitted  by  December  7, 1988. 

For  the  Commission  by  the  Division  of 
Market  Regulation,  pursuant  to  delegated 
authority. 

Jonathan  G.  Katz, 

Secretary. 

Dated:  November  9, 1988. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26475  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILUNG  CODE 


DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 
[CM-8/1239J 

Study  Group  2  of  the  U.S.  Organization 
for  the  International  Radio 
Consultative  Committee  (CCIR); 
Meeting 

The  Department  of  State  announces 
that  Study  Group  2  of  the  U.S. 


Organization  for  the  International  Radio 
Consultative  Committee  (CCIR)  will 
meet  on  November  30, 1988  in  Room  521) 
of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  (NASA),  600 
Independence  Avenue,  SW., 

Washington,  DC.  The  meeting  will  begin 
at  1:00  p.m. 

Study  Group  2  deals  with 
communications  for  scientific  satellites, 
space  probes,  exploration  satellites  (e.g., 
meteorological  and  geodetic)  and  with 
interference  problems  concerning  the 
radio  and  radar  astronomy  services.  The 
purpose  of  the  meeting  is  to  discuss 
preparations  for  the  Final  Meeting  of 
Study  Group  2  in  the  Fall  of  1989. 

Members  of  the  general  public  may 
attend  the  meeting  and  join  in  the 
discussions  subject  to  instructions  of  the 
Chairman.  Requests  for  further 
information  should  be  directed  to  Mr. 
Richard  Shrum,  State  Department, 
Washington,  DC  20520;  telephone  (202) 
647-2592. 

Date:  November  9, 1988. 

Richard  E.  Shrum, 

Chairman,  U.S.  CCIR  National  Committee. 
[FR  Doc.  88-26512  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  4710-07-M 


[CM-8/12371 

Study  Group  7  of  the  U.S. 

Organization  for  the  International 
Radio  Consultative  Committee  (CCIR); 
Meeting 

The  Department  of  State  announces 
that  Study  Group  7  of  the  U.S. 
Organization  for  the  International  Radio 
Consultative  Committee  (CCIR)  will 
meet  on  December  2, 1988  at  the  U.S. 
Naval  Observatory,  Room  300,  Building 
52,  34th  and  Massachusetts  Avenue, 
NW.,  Washington,  DC.  The  meeting  will 
begin  at  9:30  a.m. 

Study  Group  7  deals  with  time-signal 
services  by  means  of 
radiocommunications.  The  purpose  of 
the  meeeting  is  to  discuss  preparations 
for  the  Final  Meeting  of  Study  Group  7 
in  the  Fall  of  1989. 

Members  of  the  general  public  may 
attend  the  meeting  and  join  in  the 
discussions  subject  to  instructions  of  the 
Chairman.  Requests  for  further 
information  should  be  directed  to  Mr. 
Roger  E.  Beehler,  National  Institute  of 
Standards  and  Technology.  325 
Broadway,  Boulder,  CO  70303;  phone 
(303)  497-3281. 

Dated:  November  9, 1988. 

Richard  E.  Shrum, 

Chairman,  U.S.  CCIR  National  Committee. 
[FR  Doc.  88-26510  Filed  11-15-88: 8:45  am) 
BILUNG  CODE  4710-07-M 


[CII-8/1238] 

Study  Groups  10  and  11  of  the  U.S. 
Organization  for  the  International 
Radio  Consultative  Committee  (CCIR); 
Meeting 

The  Department  of  State  annoimces 
that  Study  Groups  10  and  11  of  the  U.S. 
Organization  for  the  International  Radio 
Consultative  Committee  (CCIR)  will 
meet  on  December  1, 1988  at  the 
National  Association  of  Broadcasters, 
1771  N  Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC. 
The  meeting  of  Study  Group  11  will 
begin  at  10:00  a.m.;  Joint  Groups  at  12:00 
noon;  and  10  at  2:00  p.m. 

Study  Group  10  deals  with  sound 
broadcasting;  Study  Group  11  with 
television  broadcasting;  rnd  the  Joint 
Groups  with  program  recording  and  the 
use  of  satellites  for  broadcasting.  The 
purpose  of  the  meeting  is  to  discuss 
preparations  for  the  Final  Study  Group 
Meetings  in  the  Fall  of  1989. 

Members  of  the  general  public  may 
attend  the  meeting  and  join  in  the 
discussions  subject  to  instructions  of  the 
Chairman.  Requests  for  further 
information  should  be  directed  to  Mr. 
John  W.  Reiser,  Federal 
Communications  Commission, 
Washington,  DC  20554;  telephone  (202) 
254-3394. 

Date:  November  9, 1988. 

Richard  E.  Shrum, 

Chairman,  I/.SL  CCIR  National  Committee. 
[FR  Doc.  88-26511  Filed  11-15-88: 8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  471<Mt7-M 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Coast  Guard 
[CGO  88-096] 

SubcommittM  on  Marina  Occt^iational 
Safety  and  Health,  Chemical 
Transportation  Advisory  Committee; 
Meeting 

agency:  Coast  Guard,  DOT. 
action:  Notice  of  meeting. 

summary:  Notice  is  given  here  of  a 
meeting  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Marine 
Occupational  Safety  and  Health  of  the 
Chemical  Transportation  Advisory 
Committee  (CTAC).  The  meeting  will  be 
held  on  Tuesday.  December  13, 1988,  in 
Room  4234,  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation,  Nassif  Building,  400  7th 
Street,  SW.,  Washington,  DC.  The 
meeting  is  scheduled  to  begin  at  9:00 
a.m.  and  end  by  3:30  p.m.  The 
Subcommittee  is  expected  to  discuss  the 
application  of  marine  occupational 
safety  and  health  programs 
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recommended  to  the  Coast  Guard  by 
Southwest  Research  Institute.  In 
addition  to  these  discussions,  a 
presentation  will  be  given  on  a  national 
network  of  medical  monitoring  and 
hazard  communication  training  services 
which  are  commercially  available  for 
the  merchant  marine  industry. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Lieutenant  Commander  Joseph  Ocken, 
U.S.  Coast  Guard  Headquarters  (G- 
MTH-1),  2100  Second  Street,  SW., 
Washington,  DC  20593,  (202)  267-1577. 

Dated:  November  7, 1988. 

M.J.  Schiro, 

Captain,  U.S.  Coast  Guard,  Acting  Chief, 
Office  of  Marine  Safety,  Security  and 
Environmental  Protection. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26477  Filed  11-15-88: 8:45  am] 
BILLING  CODE  4910-14-M 


Maritime  Administration 

[Docket  S-838] 

International  Shipholding  Corp.; 
Application  for  Permission  To  Acquire 
Waterman  Marine  Corp.  and  Waterman 
Industries  Corp. 

In  connection  with  its  planned 
acquisition  of  Waterman  Marine 
Corporation  and  Waterman  Industries 
Corporation,  including  certain  of  its 
subsidiaries  (Waterman),  International 
Shipholding  Corporation  and  its 
subsidiaries  (ISC)  by  letter  dated 
November  4, 1988,  requested  all 
consents,  waivers,  and  permissions 
required  pursuant  to  sections  608,  804, 
and  805(a)  of  the  Act.  ISC  further 
requested  all  other  administrative 
approvals  or  waivers  that  the  Maritime 
Administration  (MARAD)  may  require 
pursuant  to  the  Act  or  any  provisions 
contained  in  the  operating-differential 
subsidy  (ODS)  contracts  held  by 
Waterman  Steamship  Corporation,  the 
vessel  operating  subsidiary  of 
Waterman. 

ISC  is  a  publicly-held  Delaware 
Corporation  with  its  headquarters 
located  in  New  Orleans,  Louisiana. 
Through  its  subsidiaries,  ISC  also 
maintains  principal  offices  in  New  York 
and  Rotterdam,  plus  a  network  of  agents 
in  other  major  cities  around  the  world. 
ISC  states  that  it  is  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  as  debned  by  section 
905(c)  of  the  Act  for  Title  VI  purposes. 

ISC  was  formed  in  1978  as  a  holding 
company  and  its  only  significant  assets 
consist  of  the  capital  stock  of  its 
corporate  subsidiaries.  ISC’s  principal 
operating  subsidiaries  are  Central  Gulf 
Lines,  Inc.  (Centi.il  Gulf),  a  Delaware 


Corporation,  and  LCI  Shipholdings,  Inc. 
(LCI),  a  Liberian  Corporation. 

Central  Gulf  owns  and  operates  eight 
U.S.-flag  ocean-going  vessels,  including 
three  LASH  vessels  and  a  full 
complement  of  U.S.-flag  LASH  barges, 
two  pure  car  carriers,  two  breakbulk 
vessels  and  one  RO/RO  vessel.  The  two 
car  carriers  are  under  contract  to  carry 
Toyota  Motor  Corporation  and  Honda 
Motor  Corporation  vehicles  from  Japan 
to  the  United  States.  One  of  the  Central 
Gulf  LASH  vessels  is  on  charter  to 
Waterman  Steamship  Corporation  for 
operation  on  Trade  Route  (TR)  18/17, 
pending  MARAD  approval.  Central 
Gulfs  other  five  U.S.-flag  ocean-going 
vessels  are  presently  on  charter  to  the 
Military  Sealift  Command  (MSC). 

Central  Gulf  also  owns  three  and 
charters-in  147  river  barges,  plus  14  U.S.- 
flag  towboats. 

LCI  owns  and  operates  a  fleet  of  ten 
Liberian-flag  ocean-going  vessels, 
including  three  LASH  vessels  and  a  full 
complement  of  LASH  barges,  two  pure 
car  carriers,  one  breakbulk  vessel,  three 
LASH  feeder  vessels,  and  one  self- 
propelled  LASH  feeder  vessel.  LCI's 
vessels  generally  operate  around  the 
world  under  medium  to  long-term 
contracts. 

ICS,  through  its  subsidiaries  New 
Combo,  Inc.  and  Second  Probo,  Inc.  also 
owns  a  50  percent  interest  in  two  foreign 
corporations  that  will  own  and  charter- 
out  three  specialized  product/bulk/ore 
vessels  scheduled  for  delivery  during 
the  next  four  months.  These  vessels  will 
be  under  long-term  charter  to  a 
European  marketing  pool  that  primarily 
deals  in  foreign-to-foreign  markets.  ISC 
claims  it  will  have  no  involvement  in  the 
operating  or  marketing  of  these  vessels. 
ISC  also  owns  a  minority  (one-third) 
investment  in  A/S  Havtor  (Havtor),  a 
Norwegian  company  that  in  turn  owns 
minority  interests,  through  Norwegian 
limited  partnerships,  in  highly- 
specialized  ships  that  carry  liquid 
petroleum  gas,  ethylene,  and  ammonia, 
plus  several  dry  bulk  ships.  All  of  the 
Havtor  ships  are  under  long-term 
charter  to  European  marketing  pools. 

ISC  has  several  subsidiaries  that 
provide  chartering,  brokerage,  fleeting, 
loading,  and  husbanding  services  to 
their  ISC  affiliates,  and  a  subsidiary  that 
provides  brokerage  services  to 
exporters.  ISC  also  owns  a  minority 
equity  interest  in  two  management  firms 
offering  ship  services  in  Norway,  the 
Netherlands,  and  Singapore.  ISC  claims 
that  these  companies  do  not  materially 
contribute  to  ISC’s  profits  or  revenues, 
but  they  facilitate  vessel  operations  by 
avoiding  reliance  on  unaffiliated  third 
parties  for  services. 


Through  its  subsidiary.  Waterman 
Steamship  Corporation,  Waterman 
currently  operates  three  U.S.-flag  LASH 
vessels  (two  of  which  it  charters  under 
capitalized  leases)  and  one  C5-S-75a 
cargo  vessel  chartered  from  American 
President  Lines,  Ltd.  on  TR  18/17 
between  U.S.  Atlantic  and  Gulf  ports 
and  ports  in  the  Middle  East  and  South 
and  Southeast  Asia.  Under  long-term 
agreements  with  unaffiliated  vessel 
owners.  Waterman  also  operates  three 
U.S.-flag  RO/RO  vessels  that  are  time 
chartered  to  the  MSC  under  the  TAKX 
Program.  Waterman’s  TR  18/17  service 
is  operated  pursuant  to  a  Waterman 
Operating-Differential  Subsidy 
Agreement  (ODSA),  Contract  MA/MSB- 
115,  which  expires  on  June  3, 1991. 
Waterman  also  is  a  party  to  two  other 
existing  ODSAs  with  MARAD, 

Contracts  MA/MSB-378  and  MA/MSB- 
450  which  continue  in  effect  until  1996 
and  1998,  respectively. 

ISC  states  that  following  the  proposed 
acquisition.  Waterman  will  be 
separately  operated,  with  separate 
accounting,  under  its  own  name,  as  a 
wholly-owned  subsidiary  of  ISC.  The 
membership  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
Waterman  will  be  revised,  but  senior 
Waterman  executives  will  retain  their 
positions  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  13 
employment  contracts  for  periods 
ranging  from  three  to  five  years.  Absent 
unforeseen  changes  in  the  ODS  program 
or  the  TAKX  programs,  ISC  has  no 
current  plans  to  alter  signiticantly  the 
operations  of  Waterman.  However, 

ISC’s  subsidiaries  have  extensive 
experience  operating  vessels  identical  or 
similar  to  the  vessels  operated  by 
Waterman,  and  ISC  believes  that  its 
acquisition  of  Waterman  will  lead  to 
long-term  improvement  in  waterman’s 
financial  performance  and  stability.  ISC 
believes  that  this,  in  turn,  will  serve  to 
strength  the  overall  standing  and 
performance  of  the  U.S.  merchant 
marine. 

Any  person,  firm,  or  corporation 
having  any  interest  in  the  application  for 
sections  608,  804,  and  805(a)  permission 
and  desiring  to  submit  comments 
concerning  the  application  must  file 
written  comments  in  triplicate,  to  the 
Secretary,  Maritime  Administration, 
Room  7300,  Nassif  Building,  400  Seventh 
Street,  SW.,  Washington,  DC  20590,  by 
the  close  of  business  5:00  p.m.  on 
Wednesday,  December  7, 1988.  If  such 
comments  deal  with  section  805(a] 
issues,  they  should  be  accompanied  by  a 
petition  for  leave  to  intervene.  The 
petition  should  state  clearly  and 
concisely  the  grounds  of  interest  and  the 
alleged  facts  relied  on  for  relief. 
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If  no  petitions  for  leave  to  intervene 
on  section  805(a)  issues  are  received 
within  the  specifled  time,  or  if  it  is 
determined  that  petitions  filed  do  not 
demonstrate  sufficient  interest  to 
warrant  a  hearing,  the  Maritime 
Administration  will  take  such  action  as 
may  be  deemed  appropriate. 

In  the  event  petitions  regarding  the 
relevant  section  805(a)  issues  are 
received  from  parties  with  standing  to 
be  heard,  a  hearing  will  be  held,  the 
purpose  of  which  will  be  to  receive 
evidence  under  section  805(a)  relative  to 
whether  the  proposed  operations:  (a) 
Could  result  in  unfair  competition  to  any 
person,  firm,  or  corporation  operating 
exclusively  in  the  coastwise  or 
international  service,  or  (b)  would  be 
prejudicial  to  the  objects  and  policy  of 
the  Act  relative  to  domestic  trade 
operations. 

(Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance 
Program  Nos.  20.804  Operating-Differential 
Subsidies  (ODS)  and  20.800  Construction- 
Differential  Subsidies  (CDS)) 

By  order  of  the  Martime  Administrator. 


Dated:  November  14, 1988. 

)oel  C.  Richard, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26619  Filed  11-15-88:  8:45  am] 


BILUNO  CODE  4910-«1-M 


[Docket  No.  M-009] 


Identification  of  American  Market 
Capacity  for  Marine  Hull  Insurance 

On  June  20, 1988,  MARAD  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  a  flnal  rule  to 
govern  the  placement  of  marine  hull 
insurance  on  subsidized  and  Title  XI 
program  vessels  (53  FR  23112).  This  rule 
became  effective  July  20, 1988.  Section 
249.9  of  the  rule  requires  that  the 
American  insurance  market  be  given  an 
opportunity  to  compete  for  the 
placement  of  marine  hull  insurance  on 
each  vessel.  This  section  requires  that 
owners  or  insurance  brokers  certify  to 
the  Maritime  Administration  (MARAD) 
in  certain  situations  that  American 
markets  have  been  offered  the  business. 
When  more  than  50  percent  of  the 
placement  is  foreign,  the  broker  must 

U.S.  Market  Capacity 


now  certify  that  at  least  50  percent  of 
the  American  market  (measured  in 
terms  of  capacity)  was  offered  the  risk. 

If  more  than  75  percent  is  placed  foreign, 
the  broker  must  certify  that  75  percent  of 
the  American  market  was  offered  the 
risk. 

This  procedure  requires  MARAD  to 
identify  all  qualified  American 
underwriters  and  their  respective 
capacities,  and  to  make  such 
information  available  to  vessels  owners 
and  brokers.  On  August  2, 1988,  a  notice 
was  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
for  the  purpose  of  soliciting  this 
information  from  American 
underwriters.  Shown  below  is  a  list  of 
American  market  underwriters  which 
MARAD  has  compiled  from  the 
responses  received.  The  list  indicates 
the  separate  capacities  for  Blue  Water. 
Non  Blue  Water  and  Drill  Rig  marine 
hull  insurance. 

Date:  November  9, 1988. 

Joel  C.  Richard, 

.Assistant  Secretary,  Maritime 
Administration. 


Blue  water 


AIG  Oil  Rig  Division . 

American  Home  Assurance  Company 
New  Hampshire  Insurance  Company 
National  Union  Fire  Insurance  Company 

All  American  Marine  Slip . . 

Continental  Insurance  Company 

The  fidelity  Casualty  Company  of  New  York 

The  Firemen’s  Insurance  Company  of  Newark,  N.J. 

Allianz  Insurance  Company . 

American  Hull  Insurance  Syndicate . 

American  International  Marirw  Agerrcy . 

American  Home  Assurance  Company 
New  Hampshire  Insurance  Company 
National  Union  Fire  Insurance  Company 

Atlantic  Mutual  Companies . 

Atiantic  Mutual  Insurance  Company 
Centennial  Insurance  Company 

American  Offshore  Insurance  Syrniirjsie . 

Commercial  Union  Insurance  C&T,par.i3S . 

Donald  H.  Miller,  Inc . 

Peerless  Insurance  Company 
Excelsior  Insurance  Company 
The  Netherlands  Insurance  Company 

Fireman's  Furxf  Irrsurance  Compa'ii>‘s . 

Firemans  Fund  Insurance  Company . 

National  Surety  Corporation 

American  Insurance  Company  thru  Frank  B.  Wetzel  &  Company 

Highlands  Insurance  Company . 

The  Home  Insurance  Company . 

Houston  Casualty  Company . 

Insurance  Contpany  of  North  America 

International  Marine  Underwriters . 

United  States  Fire  Insurance  Company 

Marine  Office  of  America  Corp . 

Mutual  Marine  office,  Inc . 

Arkwright  Mutual 
Utica  Mutual 

New  York  Marine  and  General 

Navigators  Management  Corp . 

Navigators  Insurance  Company 
Colonia  Insurance  Company— U.S.  Branch 
New  York  Marine  Managers  Inc . 


$5,000,000  $5,000,000  27,500,00n 


500,000 

30,000,000  I . 

5,000,000  5,000,000 


5,000,000 
2,000,000  I  14,000,000 
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U.S.  Market  Capacity— Contsuied 


j - 

Blue  water 

Non  blue 
water 

Drill  rigs 

Progressive  Casualty  Insurance  Company 

Reinsurance  Corporation  of  New  York 

Christiania  General  Insurance  Corp. 

Pennsykrania  Lumbermans  Mutual  Ins.  Co. 

Colonia  Insurance  Company— U.S.  Branch 

United  Reinsurance  CorporaEon  of  N.Y. 

United  Fire  and  Casualty  Company 

4,000,000 

25,000,000 

2,000,000 

2,000,000 

5,000,000 

1,000,000 

1,000,000 

2,500,000 

Albany  Insurance  Company 

Texas  Marine  Underwriters  Agency,  Inc  (SEE  New  York  Marine  Managers  Inc) 

2.000,000 

Wm.  H.  McGee  S  Co.,  Inc . . . . . . - . - . . . 

Wm.  H.  McGee  A  Co.,  Inc _ _.... . . . . . .  .  . . .  .  . . 

■■IIM 

Sun  brsuranoe  Company  of  New  York 

■Hi 

1  103,750,000 

97,000,000 

161,000,000 

[FR  Doc.  8&-26418  Filed  ll-lS-88;  8:45  am] 
BI  LUNG  CODE  4910-«1-M 


National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration 

Highway  Safety  Program;  Amendment 
of  Conforming  Products  List  of 
Evidential  Breath  Testing  Devices 

AGENCY:  National  Highway  Safety 
Administration  (NHTSA],  DOT. 

ACTION:  Notice. 


SUMMARY:  This  notice  amends  the 
Conforming  Products  List  of  instruments 
which  have  been  found  to  conform  to 
the  Model  Specifications  for  Evidential 
Breath  Testing  Devices  (49  FR  48854). 
EFFECnVE  DATE:  November  16, 1988. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Mrs.  Robin  Mayer,  Office  of  Alcohol  and 
State  Programs,  Nl^Zl,  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration, 
400  Seventh  Street,  SW.,  Washington, 
DC  20590;  Telephone:  (202)  366-0825. 
SUPPLEMBITARY  INFORMATION:  On 
November  5. 1973,  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  (Nin^A) 
published  the  Standards  for  Devices  to 
Measure  Breath  Alcohol  (38  FR  30459). 

A  Qualified  Products  List  of  Evidential 
Breath  Measurement  Devices  comprised 
of  instruments  that  met  this  standard 
was  first  issued  on  November  21, 1974 
(39  FR  41399). 

On  December  14, 1984  (49  FR  48854), 
NHTSA  converted  this  standard  to 
Model  Specifications  for  Evidential 
Breath  Testing  Devices,  and  published 
in  Appendix  D  to  that  notice  (49  FR 
48864),  a  conformig  products  list  (CPL) 
of  instruments  that  were  found  to 
conform  to  the  Model  Specifications. 
Amendments  to  the  CPL  have  been 


published  in  the  Federal  Re^ster  since 
that  time. 

Since  the  last  publication  of  the  CPL, 
a  number  of  devices  have  been  tested  in 
accordance  with  the  Model 
Specifications.  These  tests  indicate  that 
four  (4)  evidential  breath  testing 
instruments,  not  previously  on  ffie  CPL, 
conform  to  the  Model  Specifications. 
These  instruments  include:  CMI,  Inc.’s 
Intoxilyzer  PAC 1200,  Intoxilyzer  5000 
(CAL  DO}),  and  Intoxilyzer  5000  (VA); 
and  Intoximeters,  Inc-'s  Intoximeter  3000 
(rev  Bl). 

Further,  since  the  manufacturer  of  the 
BAG  Datamaster  has  changed  from 
Verax  Systems,  Inc.,  to  National  Patent 
Analytical  Systems,  Inc.,  the  agency  has 
retested  the  instrument.  This  device 
remains  in  conformance  with  the  Model 
Specifications,  and  the  CPL  has  been 
revised  to  include  both  the  previous  and 
current  manufacturer.  In  addition, 
several  typographical  errors  found  in 
prior  Conforming  Products  Lists  have 
been  corrected. 

The  Conforming  Products  list  is 
therefore  amended  as  follows: 


Conforming  Products  List  of  Eviden¬ 
tial  Breath  Measurement  Devices 


Manufacturer  and  model 

Mobile 

Non- 

mobile 

Alcohol  Countermeasures 

System,  Itrc  Port  Huron,  ML 
Alert  J3AD. 

X 

X 

BAC  Systems.  Inc,  Ontario, 
Canada: 

Breath  Analysis  Computer. _ 

X 

CAMEC  LKL.  North  Shields. 
Tyne  and  Ware,  England: 

X . 

X 

CMI,  Inc.,  Mintum,  CO: 

Intoxilyzer  Model: 

4011 . 

X . 

X 

4011A 

X . 

X 

4011AS..._ . . 

X . 

X 

Conforming  Products  List  of  Eviden¬ 
tial  Breath  Measurement  Devices— 
Continued 


Manufacturer  and  model 

Mobile 

Norv 

mobile 

4011AS-A . 

X . 

X 

4011AS-AQ . 

X . 

X 

4011  AW . 

X . 

X 

4011A27-10100 . 

X . 

X 

X . 

X 

X . 

X 

X . 

X 

X . 

X 

X 

X 

5000  fVAi . . 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X . 

X 

GC  Intoximeter  MK  IV _ 

X 

X 

Auto  Intoximeter . . 

X 

X 

intoximeter  Model: 

3000 . . 

X 

X 

3000  (rev  Bl) _ 

X _ 

3000  (rev  B2) . . 

X 

X 

3000  (rev  B2A).„ . . . 

X 

X 

Alco-Serisor  III  _ _ _ 

X 

X 

Alco-Sensor  IIIA . 

X _ 

X 

RBT  III . .  . 

X 

X 

Komyo  Kitagawa,  Kogyo,  K.K.: 
Alcolyzer  DPA-2 . 

X 

X 

Brea^  Alcohol  Meter  PAM 

X . 

X 

101 B. 

Lion  Laboratories,  Ltd..  Cardiff, 
Wales,  UK: 

Alcolmeter  Model: 

AE-D1 . 

X 

X 

SD-2 . . . . 

X 

X 

EBA . .  . . 

X 

X 

Auto-Alcolmetar  . . 

X 

X 

X 

National  Draeger,  Inc,  Pittsburg, 
PA 

Alcotest  ModeL 

7010 . 

X 

X 

7110 . . . 

X . . 

X 
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Conforming  Products  List  of  Eviden¬ 
tial  Breath  Measurement  Devices— 
Continued 


— 

Manufacturer  and  model 

Mobile 

Noiv 

mobile 

Breathalyzer  Model: 

900 . 

X . 

X 

900A . 

X . 

X 

900BG . 

X . 

X 

National  Patent  Analytical  Sys¬ 
tems,  Inc.,  East  Hartford,  CT: 

X . 

X 

Omicron  Systems,  Palo  Alto,  CA: 
Intoxilyzer  Model: 

4011 . 

X . 

X 

4011  AW . 

X . 

X 

Siemans-Allis,  Cherry  Hill,  NJ: 

X . 

X 

Alcomat  F . 

X . 

X 

Smith  and  Wesson  Electronics, 
Springfield,  MA: 

Breathalyzer  Model: 

900 . 

X . 

X 

900A . 

X . 

X 

1000 . 

X . 

X 

2000 . 

X . 

X 

2000  (no-Humidity  Sensor) . 

X . :. . 

X 

Stephenson  Corp.: 

Breathalyzer  900 . 

X . 

X 

Verax  Systems,  Inc.,  Fairport, 
NY: 

X . 

X 

BAG  Verifier  Datamaster . 

X . 

X 

BAG  Verifier  Datamaster  II . 

X . 

X 

(23  U.S.C.  402:  delegations  of  authority  at  49 
CFR  1.50  and  501.) 

George  Reagle, 

Associate  Administrator  for  Traffic  Safety 
Programs. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26400  Filed  11-10-88;  11:49  am] 
BILLINC  CODE  4910-S9-M 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 

Public  Information  Collection 
Requirements  Submitted  to  0MB  for 
Review 

Date;  November  9, 1988. 

The  Department  of  the  Treasury  has 
made  revisions  and  resubmitted  the 
following  public  information  collection 
requirement(s)  to  OMB  for  review  and 
clearance  under  the  Paperwork 
Reduction  Act  of  1980,  Pub.  L.  96-511. 
Copies  of  the  submission(s)  may  be 
obtained  by  calling  the  Treasury  Bureau 
Clearance  Officer  listed.  Comments 
regarding  this  information  collection 
should  be  addressed  to  the  OMB 
reviewer  listed  and  to  the  Treasury 
Department  Clearance  Officer, 
Department  of  the  Treasury,  Room  2224, 
15th  and  Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20220. 

Internal  Revenue  Service 

OMB  Number:  1545-0134 

Form  Number:  1128 

Type  of  Review:  Resubmission 


Title:  Application  for  Change  in 
Accounting  Period 

Description:  Form  is  needed  in  order  to 
process  taxpayers'  requests  to  change 
their  accounting  period.  All 
information  requested  is  used  to 
determine  whether  the  application 
should  be  approved.  Respondents  are 
taxable  and  nontaxable  entities 
including  individuals,  partnerships, 
corporations,  estates,  tax-exempt 
organizations  and  cooperatives. 
Respondents:  Individuals  or  households 
Farms,  Businesses  or  other  for-proHL 
Non-profit  institutions.  Small 
businesses  or  organizations 
Estimated  Number  of  Respondents: 
20,000 

Estimated  Burden  Hours  Per  Response: 
Recordkeeping,  16  hours  1  minute 
Learning  about  the  law  or  the  form,  6 
hours  56  minutes 

Preparing  the  form,  8  hours  5  minutes 
Copying,  assembling,  and  sending  the 
form  to  IRS,  16  minutes 
Frequency  of  Response:  On  occasion 
Estimated  Total  Reporting  Burden: 

632,800  hours 
OMB  Number.  1545-1004 
Form  Number  1120-REIT 
Type  of  Review:  Resubmission 
Title:  U.S.  Income  Tax  Return  for  Real 
Estate  Investment  Trusts 
Description:  Form  1120-REIT  is  filed  by 
a  corporation,  trust,  or  association 
electing  to  be  taxed  as  a  REIT  in  order 
to  report  its  income  and  deductions 
and  to  compute  its  tax  liability.  IRS 
uses  Form  1120-REn’  to  determine 
whether  the  REIT  has  correctly 
reported  its  income,  deductions,  and 
tax  liability. 

Respondents:  Businesses  or  other  for- 
profit 

Estimated  Number  of  Respondents:  250 
Estimated  Burden  Hours  Per  Response: 
Recordkeeping.  53  hours  49  minutes 
Learning  about  the  law  or  the  form,  22 
hours  38  minutes 
Preparing  the  form,  63  hours  35 
minutes 

Copying,  assembling,  and  sending  the 
form  to  IRS,  11  hours  6  minutes 
Frequency  of  Response:  Annually 
Estimated  Total  Reprting  Burden:  37,820 
hours 

Clearance  Officer:  Garrick  Shear ,  (202) 
535-4297,  Internal  Revenue  Service, 
Room  5571, 1111  Constitution  Avenue 
NW.,  Washington,  DC  20224. 

OMB  Reviewer  Milo  Sunderhauf,  (202) 
395-6880,  Officer  of  Management  and 
Budget,  Room  3001,  New  Executive 
Office  Building,  Washington,  DC  20503 
Lois  K.  Holland, 

Departmental  Reports  Management  Officer. 
[FR  Doc.  88-26412  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 
BILLING  CODE  4S10-2S-M 


Fiscal  Service 

1989  Fee  Schedule  for  the  Transfer  of 
U.S.  Treasury  Book-Entry  Securities 
Held  at  Federal  Reserve  Banks 

AGENCY:  Department  of  the  Treasury, 
Fiscal  Service,  Bureau  of  the  Public 
Debt. 

action:  Notice. 

summary:  The  Department  of  the 
Treasury  has  revised  the  schedule  of 
fees  that  will  be  used  in  1989  for 
assessing  charges  on  the  transfer  of 
book-entry  Treasury  securities  between 
accounts  of  depository  institutions 
maintained  at  Federal  Reserve  Banks 
and  Branches.  The  revised  fee  schedule 
is  based  on  an  anticipated  increase  in 
the  cost  of  providing  the  Treasury  book- 
entry  securities  transfer  service. 
EFFECTIVE  DATE:  January  3. 1989. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Carl  M.  Locken,  Jr.,  Assistant 
Commissioner  (Financing),  Bureau  of  the 
Public  Debt,  Room  534,  E  Street  Building, 
Washington,  DC  20239-0001,  (202)  376- 
4350. 

Kerry  Lanham,  Government  Securities 
Specialist  Bureau  of  the  Public  Debt 
Room  534,  E  Street  Building, 

Washington,  DC  20239-0001,  (202)  376- 
4350. 

William  A.  Saunders.  Government 
Securities  Specialist  Bureau  of  the 
Public  Debt  Room  534,  E  Street  Building, 
Washington.  DC  20239-0001,  (202)  376- 
4350. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On 

October  1, 1985,  the  Department  of  the 
Treasury  established  a  fee  schedule  for 
the  transfer  of  Treasury  book-entry 
securities  between  accounts  of 
depository  institutions  maintained  at 
Federal  Reserve  Banks  and  Branches. 
The  fees,  which  have  remained 
unchanged  since  1985,  apply  to  on-line 
Treasury  transfers  originated,  off-line 
Treasury  transfers  originated,  and  off¬ 
line  Treasury  transfers  received. 
Treasury  transfer  reversals  are  not 
currently  assessed  fees. 

Based  on  a  recent  review  of  book- 
entry  costs  and  volumes,  the  Treasury 
determined  that  the  cost  of  providing  the 
Treasury  book-entry  transfer  service  in 
1989  will  increase,  even  though  the 
volume  of  Treasury  book-entry  transfers 
processed  between  accounts  is  expected 
to  remain  virtually  unchanged.  To  the 
extent  possible.  Treasury  attempts  to 
establish  fees  that  will  recover  the  cost 
of  processing  book-entry  transfers. 

Consequently,  effective  January  3, 
1989,  the  Treasury  will:  (1)  Increase  the 
fee  for  on-line  Treasury  transfers 
originated  from  $1.50  to  $1.65  per 
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transfer;  (2)  increase  the  fee  for  off-line 
Treasury  transfers  originated  and  off¬ 
line  Treasury  transfers  received  from 
$6.25  to  $6.40  per  transfer;  and  (3)  charge 
a  fee  to  receivers  of  on-line  and  off-line 
Treasury  transfer  reversals  ($1.65  per 
on-line  Treasury  transfer  reversal 
received  and  $6.40  per  off-line  Treasury 
transfer  reversal  received). 

No  fees  are  currently  proposed  for:  (1) 
On-  and  off-line  reversals  originated  or 
(2)  transfers  to  and  ffom  collateral 
accounts  supporting  borrowings  from 
the  Federal  Reserve  or  Treasury 
deposits  (i.e.,  transfers  to  and  ffom 
Discount,  Treasury  Tax  &  Loan,  and 
Circular  176  accounts). 

The  determination  to  charge  fees  for 
Treasury  transfer  reversals  received  is 
based  on  the  premise  that  the  purpose  of 
transfer  reversals  is  to  enable  the 
receiver  (the  original  sender)  to  correct 
original  transfers  that  were  sent  in  error, 
and  that  the  original  smider  should 
absorb  the  cost  of  processing  the 
transfer  reversal.  Itecause  the 
processing  and  associated  costs  of 
transfer  reversals  are  identical  to  those 


of  regular  securities  transfers,  the 
Treasury  intends  to  charge  the  same  fee 
for  transfer  reversals  received  that  it 
currently  charges  for  regular  securities 
transfers. 

The  cumulative  effect  of  these 
developments  is  expected  to  be  a  net 
increase  in  total  Treasury  transfer  fees 
for  1989  commensurate  with  the 
anticipated  increase  in  the  cost  of 
providing  the  Treasury  transfer  service. 
The  Treasury  expects  that  the  new  fees 
will  result  in  the  full  recovery  of  the 
costs  associated  therewith. 

The  fees  described  in  this  notice  apply 
only  to  the  transfer  of  Treasury  book- 
entry  securities.  The  Federal  Reserve 
System  assesses  fees  to  recover  the 
costs  associated  with  the  processing  of 
the  funds  component  of  Treasury  book- 
entry  transfer  messages,  and  the  costs 
associated  with  providing  book-entry 
services  for  Government  agencies.  The 
Federal  Reserve  fees  for  these  services 
are  set  out  in  a  separate  notice 
published  November  4, 1988,  by  the 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System. 


While  Treasury  book-entry  tranfer 
fees  will  increase,  Federal  Reserve  fees 
for  the  funds  component  of  Treasury 
book-entry  tranfers  will  decrease, 
leaving  the  combined  fees  for  Treasury 
book-entry  tranfers  unchanged  for  1989. 

The  following  is  the  Treasury  fee 
schedule  that  will  be  effective  January  3, 
1989,  for  the  Treasury  book-entry 
transfer  service: 

1989  Fee  Schedule 

On-line  transfers  originated:  $1.65  per 
tranfer 

Off-line  transfers  originated:  $6.40  per 
tranfer 

Off-line  transfers  received:  $6.40  per 
tranfer 

On-line  reversal  transfers  received: 

$1.65  per  tranfer 

Off-line  reversal  transfers  received  $6.40 
per  tranfer 
Gerald  Murphy, 

Fiscal  Assistant  Secretary. 

Date:  November  9, 1988. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26508  Filed  11-15-88;  8:45  am) 
BILUNG  CODE  4810-40-M 
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This  section  of  the  FEDERAL  REGISTER 
contains  notices  of  meetings  published 
under  the  “Government  in  the  Sunshine 
Act”  (Pub.  L  94-409)  5  U.S.C.  552b(e)(3). 


FEDERAL  COMMUNICATIONS  COMMISSION: 

November  10, 1988. 

FCC  to  Hold  Open  Commission  Meeting, 
Thursday,  November  17, 1988 

The  Federal  Communications 
Commission  will  hold  an  Open  Meeting 
on  the  subjects  listed  below  on 
Thursday,  November  17, 1988,  which  is 
scheduled  to  commence  at  9:30  a.m.,  in 
Room  856,  at  1919  M  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  DC. 

Agenda,  Item  No.,  and  Subject 
Private  Radio— 1 — ^Title:  Report  on  the  Status 
of  Frequency  Coordination  in  the  Private 
Land  Mobile  Radio  Services.  Summary: 

The  Report  examines  the  current  status  of 
the  frequency  coordination  process. 
Common  Carrier — 1 — ^Title:  Contel  ASC 
Request  for  Reassignment  of  its  ASC-2 
Satellite.  Summary:  The  Commission  will 
consider  Contel  ASC's  application  for 
reassignment  of  its  ASC-2  Satellite  from  its 
current  location  at  83°  W.L  to  99°  W.L. 

Agenda  Item  No.  Subject 
Common  Carrier — 2 — ^Title:  Authorization  of 
New  Domestic  Fixed-Satellites  and 
Assignment  of  Orbit  Locations.  Summary: 
The  Commission  will  consider  applications 
for  authority  to  construct  and  launch  new 
space  stations  in  the  Domestic  Fixed- 
Statllite  Service.  It  also  will  consider  an 
orbit  assignment  plan  for  new  and 
previously  authorized  space  stations. 
Common  Carrier — 3 — ^Title:  In  the  Matter  of 
Filing  and  Review  of  Open  Network 
Architecture  (ONA)  Plans,  CC  Docket  No. 
88-2,  Phase  I.  Summary:  The  Commission 
will  consider  whether  to  approve  the  Open 
Network  Architecture  (ONA)  plans  filed  by 
the  Bell  Operating  Companies. 

Common  Carrier — 4 — ^Title:  In  the  Matter  of 
Filing  and  review  of  Open  Network 
Architecture  (ONA)  Plans,  CC  Dock  No. 
88-2,  Phase  II.  Summary:  The  Commission 
will  consider  whether  to  approve  the  Open 
Network  Architecture  (ONA)  plan  filed  by 
AT&T. 

This  meeting  may  be  continued  the 
following  work  day  to  allow  the 
Commission  to  complete  appropriate 
action. 

Additional  information  concerning 
this  meeting  may  be  obtained  from 
Audrey  Spivack,  Office  of  Public 
Affairs,  telephone  number  (202)  632- 
5050. 


Federal  Communications  Commission. 
Donna  R.  Searcy, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26521  Filed  11-11-88, 11:17  am] 
BILUNG  CODE  S712-01-M 


FEDERAL  ENERGY  REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

November  9, 1988. 

The  following  notice  of  meeting  is 
published  pursuant  to  section  3(a)  of  the 
Government  in  the  Sunshine  Act  (Pub.  L 
No.  94-409),  5  U.S.C.  552B: 

AGENCY  HOLDING  MEETING:  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission. 
time:  November  16, 1988, 10:00  a.m. 
place:  825  North  Capitol  Street,  NE., 
Room  9306,  Washington,  DC  20426. 
STATUS:  Open. 

MATTERS  TO  BE  CONSIDERED:  Agenda. 

*  Note. — Items  listed  on  the  agenda  may  be 
deleted  without  further  notice. 

CONTACT  PERSON  FOR  MORE 
INFORMATION:  Lois  D.  Cashell,  Secretary, 
Telephone  (202)  357-8400. 

This  is  a  list  of  matters  to  be 
considered  by  the  Commission.  It  does 
not  include  a  listing  of  all  papers 
relevant  to  the  items  on  the  agenda; 
however,  all  public  documents  may  be 
examined  in  the  Public  Reference  Room. 

Consent  Power  Agenda,  886th  Meeting — 
November  16, 1988,  Regular  Meeting  (10:00 
a.m.) 

CAP-1. 

Project  No.  2520-001,  Great  Northern 
Nekoosa  Corporation 
CAP-2. 

Project  No.  2680-007,  Consumers  Power 
Company  and  The  Detroit  Edison 
Company 
CAP-3. 

Project  No.  6780-004.  Enviro  Hydro 
Incorporated 
CAP-4. 

Project  No.  10405-004,  Craig  W.  Scott 
CAP-5. 

Docket  No.  UL88-24-001.  City  of 
Martinsville,  Virginia 
CAP-6. 

Project  No.  2785-005,  Wolverine  Power 
Corporation 
CAP-7. 

Project  No.  6456-005,  Village  of  Green 
Island,  New  York 
CAP-8. 

Project  No.  8763-003,  Power  Mining,  Inc. 
CAP-9. 

Docket  No.  UL87-30-001,  Kirkway  Electric 
Corporation 
CAP-10. 


Project  No.  7269-004,  fames  B.  Boyd  and 
Janet  A.  Boyd 
CAP-11. 

Project  No.  7707-001,  Souhegan 
Hydropower  Company 

Project  No.  8714-000,  Pennichuck  Water 
Works,  Inc. 

CAP-12. 

Docket  No.  ER88-619-000,  Gulf  States 
Utilities  Company 
CAP-13. 

Docket  Nos.  ER82-774-006  and  008, 
Nantahala  Power  and  Light  Company 
and  Tapoco,  Inc. 

CAP-14. 

Docket  No.  ER84-560-004.  Union  Electric 
Company 
CAP-15. 

Docket  No.  EC87-19-000,  Southwestern 
Public  Service  Company  and  Black  Mesa 
Power  Company 
CAP-16. 

Docket  No.  EL87-55-001,  City  of  Holyoke 
Gas  and  Electric  Department.  City  of 
Westfield  Gas  and  Qectric  Light 
Department,  Marblehead  Municipal  Light 
Department,  Middleborough  Mimicipal 
Gas  and  Electric  Department,  North 
Attleboro  Electric  Department  Peabody 
Municipal  Light  Plant  Shrewsbury 
Electric  Light  Department  Templeton 
Municipal  Light  Plant  Town  of  Boylston 
Municipal  Light  Department.  Town  of 
Hudson  Light  and  Power  Department. 
Town  of  Littleton  Municipal  Light  and 
Water  Department  Town  of  Wakefield 
Municipal  Light  Department,  and  West 
Boylston  Municipal  Lighting  Plant  v. 
Boston  Edison  Company 
CAP-17. 

Docket  Nos.  ER87-72-003  and  ER87-73-002, 
Orange  &  Rockland  Utilities,  Inc. 

CAP-18. 

Docket  No.  QF88-262-001.  Everett  Energy 
Corporation 
CAP-19. 

Docket  Nos.  ER81-179-025  and  026, 

Arizona  Public  Service  Company 
CAP-20. 

Docket  No.  ER87-365-000.  Sourhtem 
California  Edison  Company 
CAP-21. 

Docket  No.  ER88-261-000,  Centel  Electric- 
Kansas 
CAP-22. 

Docket  No.  EL88-14-000,  Montaup  Electric 
Company 
CAP-23. 

Docket  No.  EL88-1-000,  Indiana  and 
Michigan  Municipal  Distributors 
Association  and  City  of  Auburn,  Indiana 
V.  Indiana  Michigna  Power  Company 

Docket  Nos.  ER88-30-000.  ER88-33-000  and 
ER88-34-000,  Indiana  Michigan  Power 
Company 
CAP-24. 

Omitted 
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CAP-25. 

Docket  No.  QF88-378-000,  Empire  Energy- 
Niagara  Cogeneration,  Inc. 

Consent  Miscellaneous  Agenda 
CAM-1. 

Docket  Nos.  RM88-21-000  and  RM86-5- 
002,  Amendment  to  Regulations 
Governing  Exemption  of  Small 
Hydroelectric  Power  Projects  of  5 
Megawatts  or  Less 
CAM-2. 

Docket  No.  RM88-27-001.  Procedure  for 
Filing  Petitions  for  Review  with  the 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
CAM-3. 

Docket  No.  GP88-13-000,  Oklahoma 
Corporation  Commission 
CAM-4. 

Docket  No.  GP87-77-000,  Lowry 
Exploration,  Inc. 

CAM-6. 

Docket  No.  GP84-23-029  (Phase  2),  Stowers 
Oil  &  Gas  Company,  Panhandle  Energy 
Corp.,  Prairie  Oil  Co.,  Sharon  Oil  Co., 
Almac  Oil  Co.,  (udy  Oil  Co.,  Kim 
Petroleum  Co.  Ina,  Komanche  Oil  &  Gas 
Co.,  Omega  Energy,  Tumbleweed 
Production,  Panstar  Oil  &  Gas,  Inc., 
Dennis  Mills  Enterprises,  Wy-Vel  Corp., 
Walker  Operating  Corp.  and  3W  Oil,  Inc. 
CAM-6. 

Docket  No.  GP86-51-001,  Northern  Natural 
Gas  Company,  Diviison  of  Enron  Corp.  v. 
Cabot  Pipeline  Corporation  and  Texaco 
Producing  Inc. 

CAM-7, 

Docket  No.  GP84-56-008,  Northwest 
Central  Pipeline  Corporation 
Docket  No.  RP83-42-007,  Midwest  Gas 
Users  Association  v.  Northwest  Central 
Pipeline  Corporation 

Consent  Gas  Agenda 
CAG-1. 

Omitted 

CAG-2. 

Docket  Nos.  RP88-187-007, 001,  003, 004 
and  005,  Columbia  Gas  Transmission 
Corporation 
CAG-3. 

Docket  No.  RP88-223-001,  Texas  Eastern 
Transmission  Corporation 
CAG-4. 

Docket  Nos.  RP80-4-000  and  001, 

Tennessee  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
CAG-5. 

Docket  No.  RP88-81-003,  Texas  Eastern 
Transmission  Corporation 
CAG-6. 

Docket  Nos.  RP88-197-O03,  RP88-236-000, 
TA88-1-49-002,  TA8&-3-49-002  and 
RP88-197-000,  Williston  Basin  Interstate 
Pipeline  Company 
CAG-7. 

Docket  Nos.  RP88-93-005  and  RP86-40-005. 
Questar  Pipeline  Company 
CAG-8. 

Docket  No.  RP88-39-000,  Williams  Natural 
Gas  Company 
CAG-9. 

Docket  Nos.  RP8&-163-000. 001  and  TA8&- 
3-6-000,  South  Georgia  Natural  Gas 
Company 
CAG-IO. 

Docket  No.  RP89-2-000,  Natural  Gas 
Pipeline  Company  of  America 


CAG-11. 

Docket  No.  RP89-5-000,  Northwest  Pipeline 
Corporation 
CAG-12. 

Docket  Nos.  TA88-2-15-O02  and  TM89-1- 
15-001,  Mid  Louisiana  Gas  Company 
CAG-13. 

Docket  Nos.  RP88-13&-001, 002, 003,  TQ88- 
1-6-001, 002,  003,  RP88-181-003,  RP86- 
94-009  and  TM89-l-d-000,  Sea  Robin 
Pipeline  Company 
CAG-14. 

Docket  No.  RP88-248-001,  Arkla  Energy 
Resources  Company 
CAG-15. 

Docket  No.  RP88-203-000,  Panhandle 
Eastern  Pipe  Line  Company 
CAG-16. 

Docket  Nos.  RP88-118-000, 001, 002  and 
003,  Mid  Louisiana  Gas  Company 
CAG-17. 

Docket  Nos.  RP88-154-003  and  RP86-154- 
004,  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation 
CAG-18. 

Docket  Nos.  RP88-127-001, 002,  TQ88-1- 
63-000,  001,  RP88-90-001,  TA88-2-63- 
000, 001  and  002,  Carnegie  Natural  Gas 
Company 
CAG-19. 

Docket  No.  RP87-15-024,  Trunkline  Gas 
Company 
CAG-20. 

Docket  No.  RP88-229-001,  Southern 
Natural  Gas  Company 
CAG-21. 

Docket  Nos.  CP-81-107-028  and  CP83-403- 
011,  CNG  Transmission  Corporation 
CAG-22. 

Docket  Nos.  CP84-7-006  and  007,  National 
Fuel  Gas  Supply  Corporation 
CAG-23. 

Docket  No.  RP88-217-005,  CNG 
Transmission  Corporation 
CAG-24. 

Docket  Nos.  RP88-236-001  and  RP88-197- 
004,  Williston  Basin  Interstate  Pipeline 
Company 
CAG-25. 

Docket  No.  RP88-44-011,  El  Paso  Natural 
Gas  Company 
CAG-26. 

Docket  No.  RP88-117-003,  Northern 
Natural  Gas  Company,  a  Division  of 
Enron  Corp. 

CAG-27. 

Docket  Nos.  RP88-125-003,  TQ88-1-22-003 
and  TA87-3-22-005,  CNG  Transmission 
Corporation 
CAG-28. 

Docket  No.  RP8&-251-001,  Texas  Eastern 
Transmission  Corporation 
CAG-29. 

Docket  No.  RP88-80-010,  Texas  Eastern 
Transmission  Corporation 
CAG-30. 

Docket  Nos.  TQ88-2-17-001,  TQ88-2-17- 
002,  TM88-1-17-001  and  RP88-67-010, 
Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation 
CAG-31. 

Docket  No.  TA88-4-29-002, 
Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line 
Corporation 
CAG-32. 

Docket  Nos.  TA85-1-16-O06  and  TA85-2- 
18-004,  National  Fuel  Gas  Supply 
Corporation 


CAG-33. 

Docket  No.  TA87-1-35-003,  West  Texas 
Gas,  Inc. 

CAG-34. 

Docket  No.  RP88-201-002,  East  Tennessee 
Natural  Gas  Company 
CAG-35. 

Docket  Nos.  RP88-81-008,  RP88-67-007  and 
RP88-175-001,  Texas  Eastern 
Transmission  Corporation 
CAG-36. 

Docket  No.  RP86-142-001,  Natural  Gas 
Pipeline  Company  of  America 
CAG-37. 

Docket  No.  RP86-42-002,  El  Paso  Natural 
Gas  Company 
CAG-38. 

Docket  No.  RP88-92-003,  United  Gas  Pipe 
Line  Company 
CAG-39. 

Docket  No.  RP88-92-001,  United  Gas  Pipe 
Line  Company 
CAG-40. 

Docket  No.  RP88-106-001,  Northern 
Natural  Gas  Company,  Division  of  Enron 
Corporation 
CAG-41. 

Docket  Nos.  RP88-210-001. 002, 000  and 
RP88-96-006,  Southern  Natural  Gas 
Company 
CAG-42. 

Docket  No.  RP88-205-002,  Alabama- 
Tennessee  Natural  Gas  Company 
CAG-43. 

Docket  No.  RP88-80-009,  Texas  Eastern 
Transmission  Corporation 
CAG-44. 

Docket  No.  RP85-122-012,  Colorado 
Interstate  Gas  Company 
CAG-45. 

'  Docket  Nos.  RP87-70-011  and  TA87-2-2- 
004,  East  Tennessee  Natural  Gas 
Company 
CAG-46. 

Docket  Nos.  RP85-122-006. 011  and  RP87- 
30-014,  Colorado  Interstate  Gas 
Company 
CAG-47. 

Docket  No.  RP87-34-004,  United  Gas  Pipe 
Line  Company 
CAG— 48. 

Docket  No.  ST81-90-003.  Natural  Gas 
Pipeline  Company  of  America 
CAG-49. 

Docket  No.  RP80-97-058,  Tennessee  Gas 
Pipeline  Company 
CAG-50. 

Docket  Nos.  RP86-35-000,  004  and  005, 
Great  Lakes  Gas  Transmission  Company 
CAG-51. 

Docket  No.  RP85-194-000,  Panhandle 
Eastern  Pipe  Line  Company 

Docket  No.  RP86-^9-000.  East  Ohio 
Company  v.  Panhandle  Eastern  Pipe  Line 
Company 
CAG-52. 

Omitted 

CAG-53. 

Docket  Nos.  TA83-1-37-003,  TA83-2-37- 
003,  TA84-1-37-004,  TA84-2-37-010. 
TA85-1-37-804,  TA85-2-37-O07  and 
RP82-56-018,  Northwest  Pipeline 
Corporation 
CAG-54. 
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Docket  Nos.  RP85-122-OOS  and  RP87-3(>- 
010,  Colorado  Interstate  Gas  Company 
CAG-55. 

Docket  No.  RP87-87-000,  Granite  State  Gas 
Transmission,  Inc. 

CAG-56. 

Docket  Nos.  ST88-3342-000  and  ST88- 
4552-000,  Wintershall  Pipeline 
Corporation 
CAG-57. 

Docket  No.  ST88-4360-000.  Somerset  Gas 
Service 
CAG-58. 

Docket  No.  IS85-15-000,  Southern  Pacific 
Pipe  Lines,  Ina 
CAG-5a 

Docket  No.  IS8&-24-000,  Texas  Eastern 
Products  Pipeline  Company 
CAG— 60. 

Docket  No.  CP73-184-003,  Colorado 
Interstate  Gas  Company,  a  Division  of 
Colorado  Interstate  Company 

Docket  No.  CI73-485-002.  CIG  Exploration, 
Inc. 

CAG-61. 

Docket  Nos.  CP86-578-015  and  RP85-13- 
020,  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation 
CAG-62. 

Docket  No.  G-4579-057,  Mobil  Exploration 
and  Producing  North  America  Inc. 
CAG-63. 

Docket  Nos.  RI88-614-000  and  RI88-934- 
000,  DCD,  Inc.  and  Samedan  Oil 
Corporation 
CAG-64. 

Docket  No.  CP88-656-002,  MexUS 
Interstate  Pipeline  Company,  Inc. 
CAG-65. 

Docket  No.  CP88-519-001,  Questar  Pipeline 
Company 
CAG-66. 

Docket  No.  CP87-451-011,  Northeast  U.S. 
Pipeline  Projects 
CAG-67. 

Docket  No.  GP88-11-001,  Hadson  Gas 
Systems,  Inc. 

CAG-68. 

Docket  No.  CP88-286-O01,  Cascade  Natural 
Gas  Corporation  v.  Northwest  Pipeline 
Corporation,  Chevron  Chemical 
Company,  Intermountain  Gas  Company, 
Hadson  Gas  Systems,  Inc.,  Llano,  Inc., 
Corpus  Christ!  Industrial  Pipeline 
Company  and  Transco  Energy  Marketing 
Company 
CAG-69. 

Docket  No.  CP84-183-005,  Transcontinental 
Gas  Pipe  Line  Corporation 
CAG-70. 

Omitted 

CAG-71. 

Docket  Nos.  CP86-286-000  and  002, 
Williams  Natural  Gas  Company 

Docket  Nos.  CP86-606-000  and  001,  Pacific 
Gas  Transmission  Company 
CAG-72. 

Docket  Nos.  CP86-531-002  and  003,  Texas 
Gas  Transmission  Corporation 
CAG— 73. 

Docket  No.  CP86-344-002.  CNG  Gas 
Transmission  Corporation 
CAG-74. 

Docket  No.  CP87-547-001.  Arkla  Energy 
Resources,  a  Division  of  Arkla,  Inc. 
CAG-75. 

Docket  No.  CP87-442-002,  ANR  Pipeline 
Company 


CAG-76. 

Docket  Nos.  CP85-511-002  and  003, 
Northern  Natural  Gas  Company,  Division 
of  Enron  Corp. 

CAG-77. 

Docket  No.  CP87-176-001.  Panhandle 
Eastern  Pipe  Line  Company 

Docket  No.  CP63-150-001.  National  Helium 
Corporation 
CAG-78. 

Docket  No.  CP88-106-002,  Transcontinental 
Gas  Pipe  Line  Corporation 
CAG-79. 

Docket  No.  CP87-175-001,  Texas  Eastern 
Transmission  Corporation 
CAG-80. 

Docket  No.  CP87-S24-001.  Texas  Gas 
Transmission  Corporation 
CAG-81. 

Docket  No.  CP87-174-001,  Panhandle 
Eastern  Pipe  Line  Company  and 
Trunkline  Gas  Company 

Docket  No.  CP87-455-<X)l,  KN  Energy,  Inc. 
CAG-82. 

Docket  No.  CP88-407-001,  Illinois  Power 
Company 
CAG-83. 

Docket  No.  CP88-415-000,  Trunkline  Gas 
Company 
CAG-84. 

Omitted 

CAG-85. 

Docket  No.  CP87-36-000,  Colorado 
Interstate  Gas  Company 
CAG-86. 

Docket  No.  CP87-516-000,  Washington 
Natural  Gas  Company 

Docket  No.  CP88-200-000,  Northwest 
Pipeline  Company 
CAG-87. 

Omitted 

CAG-88. 

Omitted 

CAG-89. 

Docket  Nos.  CP87-224-000  and  001, 
Northwest  Gas  Pipeline  Corporation 
CAG-90. 

Omitted 

CAG-91. 

Omitted 

CAG-92. 

Docket  Nos.  CP8&-490-000  and  CP88-548- 
000,  Panhandle  Eastern  Pipe  Line 
Company 
CAG-93. 

Omitted 

CAG-94. 

Docket  No.  CP88-367-000.  Southern 
Natural  Gas  Company 
CAG-95. 

Docket  No.  CP87-451-015.  Northeast  U.S. 
Pipeline  Projects 
CAG-96. 

Docket  No.  CP88-701-000,  Amoco  Gas 
Company 
CAG-97. 

Docket  No.  CP8B-700-000,  Windward 
Energy  and  Marketing  Company  and 
ARCO  Oil  and  Gas  Company 
CAG-98. 

Docket  No.  CP87-433-000.  Oklahoma 
Natural  Gas  Company  v.  Williams 
Natural  Gas  Company  and  Quivira  Gas 
Company 
CAG-99. 


Docket  No.  CP88-42-000,  Kansas  Power 
and  Light  Company  v.  Williams  Natural 
Gas  Company 

Docket  No.  CP61-29-001,  Williams  Natural 
Gas  Company 
CAG-100. 

Docket  No.  RP88-191-004,  Tennessee  Gas 
Pipeline  Company 

/.  Licensed  Project  Matters 
P-1. 

Docket  No.  HB03-75-1-001,  Alabama 
Power  Company.  Protest  of  headwater 
benefits  determination  regarding  the 
treatment  of  costs  and  energy  associated 
with  pumped  storage  operations  at  the 
upstream  project 

II.  Electric  Rate  Matters 
ER-1. 

Reserved 

Miscellaneous  Agenda 
M-1. 

Docket  No.  FA84-15-002,  Minnesota  Power 
&  Light  Company.  Order  on  court  remand 
concerning  fuel  adjustment  clause. 

M— 2. 

Docket  No.  RM87-24-001,  Procedures  for 
the  Assessment  of  Civil  Penalties  under 
section  31  of  the  Federal  Power  Act. 
Rehearing. 

M-3. 

Reserved 

M-4. 

Reserved 
M— 5. 

Docket  No.  RM88-1 4-001,  Interpretation  of 
section  5  of  the  Outer  Continental  ^elf 
Lands  Act.  Rehearing. 

Docket  No.  RM88-15-000,  Regulations 
under  section  5  of  the  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  Lands  Act  (OCSLA)  Governing 
Transportation  of  Natural  Gas  by 
Interstate  Natural  Gas  Pipelines  on  the 
Outer  Continental  Shelf.  Final  rule. 

I.  Pipeline  Rate  Matters 
RP-1. 

Docket  No.  RP80-182-000,  Gas  Research 
Institute.  Opinion  concerning  1989 
funding  unit. 

RP-2. 

(A)  Docket  No.  RP88-27-003,  United  Gas 
npe  Line  Company.  Order  on  rehearing 
concerning  the  take-or-pay  cost 
passthrough. 

(B)  Docket  Nos.  RP88-68-003  and  RP87-7- 
033,  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line 
Corporation.  Order  on  rehearing 
concerning  passthrough  of  Order  No.  55 
take-or-pay  buyout  and  buydown 
settlement  costs. 

RP-3. 

Docket  Nos.  RP81-85-000.  RP83-g3-003  and 
FA85-01-000,  Trunkline  LNG  Company 
and  Trunkline  Gas  Company.  Opinion 
concerning  prudence,  ARIDC,  deferred 
taxes,  and  cash  working  capital. 

RP-4. 

(A)  Docket  No.  RP88-184-001.  El  Paso 
Natural  Gas  Company.  Rehearing  order 
concerning  Order  No.  500  prudence  and 
El  Paso's  appeal. 

(B)  Docket  Nos.  RP88-198-001.  002  and  003, 
Transwestem  Pipeline  Company. 
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Rehearing  order  concerning  Order  No. 

500,  take-or-pay  and  direct  billing. 

//.  Producer  Matters 
CI-1. 

Reserved 

III.  Pipeline  Certificate  Matters 
CP-1. 

Reserved 
Lois  D.  Cashell, 

Secretary. 

(FR  Doc.  88-26582  Filed  11-14-88;  1:16  pm] 
BILLING  CODE  6717-01-M 

FEDERAL  RESERVE  SYSTEM  BOARD  OF 
GOVERNORS 

TIME  AND  date:  9:30  a.m.,  Monday, 
November  21, 1988. 

PLACE:  Marriner  S.  Eccles  Federal 
Reserve  Board  Building,  C  Street 
entrance  between  20th  and  21st  Streets, 
NW.,  Washington,  DC  20551. 
status:  Open. 

MATTERS  TO  BE  CONSIDERED:  . 

1.  Publication  for  comment  of  proposed 
amendment  to  Regulation  Y  (Bank  Holding 
Companies  and  Change  in  Bank  Control) 
regarding  activities  of  nonbank  subsidiaries 
of  state  bank  subsidiaries  of  bank  holding 
companies. 

2.  Any  items  carried  forward  from  a 
previously  announced  meeting. 

Note.  — ^This  meeting  will  be  recoreded  for 
the  benefit  of  those  unable  to  attend. 
Cassettes  will  be  available  for  listening  in  the 
Board's  Freedom  of  Information  Office,  and 
copies  may  be  ordered  for  $5  per  cassette  by 
calling  (202)  452-3684  or  by  writing  to; 
Freedom  of  Information  Office,  Board  of 
Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System, 
Washington,  DC  20551. 

CONTACT  PERSON  FOR  MORE 
information:  Mr.  Joseph  R.  Coyne, 
Assistant  to  the  Board;  (202)  452-3204. 


Dated:  November  14, 1988. 

James  McAfee, 

Associate  Secretary  of  the  Board. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26557  Filed  11-14-88: 11:17  am] 
BILUNG  CODE  S210-01-M 

FEDERAL  RESERVE  SYSTEM  BOARD  OF 
GOVERNORS 

TIME  AND  DATE:  Approximately  11:30 
a.m.,  Monday,  November  21, 1988, 
following  a  recess  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  open  meeting. 
place:  Marriner  S.  Eccles  Federal 
Reserve  Board  Building,  C  Street 
entrance  between  20th  and  21st  Streets 
NW.,  Washington,  DC  20551. 

STATUS:  Closed. 

MATTERS  TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 

1.  Personnel  actions  (appointments, 
promotions,  assignments,  reassignments,  and 
salary  actions)  involving  individual  Federal 
Reserve  System  employees. 

2.  Any  items  carried  forward  from  a 
previously  announced  meeting. 

CONTACT  PERSON  FOR  MORE 
information:  Mr.  Joseph  R.  Coyne, 
Assistant  to  the  Board;  (202)  452-3204. 
You  may  call  (202)  452-3207,  beginning 
at  approximately  5  p.m.  two  business 
days  before  this  meeting,  for  a  recorded 
announcement  of  bank  and  bank 
holding  company  applications  scheduled 
for  the  meeting. 

Date:  November  14. 1988. 

James  McAfee, 

Associate  Secretary  of  the  Board. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26558  Filed  11-14-88: 11:17  am] 
BILLING  CODE  6210-01-M 

FEDERAL  RESERVE  SYSTEM  BOARD  OF 
GOVERNORS 

FEDERAL  REGISTER  CITATION  OF 
PREVIOUS  ANNOUNCEMENT:  Notice 


forwarded  to  Federal  Register  on 
November  9, 1988. 

PREVIOUSLY  ANNOUNCED  TIME  AND  DATE 
OF  THE  MEETING:  10:00  a.m.,  Wednesday, 
November  16, 1988. 

CHANGES  IN  THE  MEETING:  Change  in  the 
time  of  the  open  meeting  to  9:30  a.m., 
Wednesday,  November  16, 1988. 

CONTACT  PERSON  FOR  MORE 
information:  Mr.  Joseph  R.  Coyne, 
Assistant  to  the  Board;  (202)  4552-3204. 

Date:  November  10, 1988. 

WiUiam  W.  Wiles, 

Secretary  of  the  Board. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26509  Filed  11-10-88;  5:03  pm] 
BILLING  CODE  6210-01-M 

POSTAL  RATE  COMMISSION 

Meeting 

TIME  AND  DATE:  Thursday,  November  17, 
1988  at  2:30  p.m. 

PLACE:  Conference  Room,  1333  H  Street,' 
NW.,  Suite  300,  Washington,  DC  20268- 
0001. 

STATUS:  Closed. 

MATTERS  TO  BE  CONSIDERED: 

1.  Discuss  the  evidence  and  argument  in 
Docket  No.  C87-2. 

2.  Discuss  the  Postal  Service  response  to 
the  Complaint,  Docket  No.  C89-1,  which  is 
due  on  November  16, 1988. 

CONTACT  PERSON  FOR  MORE 
information:  Charles  L.  Clapp, 
Secretary,  Postal  Rate  Commission, 
Room  300, 1333  H  Street,  NW„ 
Washington,  DC  20268-0001,  Telephone 
(202)  789-6840. 

Charles  L.  Clapp, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  88-26519  Filed  11-14-88: 11:17  a.m.) 
BILLING  CODE  771S-01-M 
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This  section  of  the  FEDERAL  REGISTER 
contains  editorial  corrections  of  previously 
published  Presidential,  Rule,  Proposed 
Rule,  and  Notice  documents  and  volumes 
of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

These  corrections  are  prepared  by  the 
Office  of  the  Federal  Register.  Agency 
prepmed  corrections  are  issued  as  signed 
documents  and  appear  in  the  appropriate 
document  categories  elsewhere  in  the 
issue. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service 

Food  Stamp  Program;  Thrifty  Food 
Plan  (TFP)  and  Income  Eligibility 
Standards  and  Deductions  for  the  48 
States  and  DC,  Alaska,  Hawaii,  Guam, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands 

Correction 

In  notice  document  88-25419  beginning 
on  page  44505  in  the  issue  of  Thursday, 
November  3, 1988,  make  the  following 
corrections: 

1.  On  page  44507,  in  the  second  table, 
under  “Rural  II  Alaska”,  in  the  last 
entry,  " -1-113"  should  read  “ -1-133". 

Also,  in  footnote  3,  "138.52  percent” 
should  read  "128.52  percent”. 

2.  On  the  same  page,  in  the  third 
column,  beginning  in  the  seventh  line, 
remove  the  sentence,  "The  allotment  for 
rural  I  areas  is  the  higher  of  the 


allotment  that  was  in  effect  in  each  area 
on  October  1, 1985  or  100.79  percent  of 
the  Anchorage  TFP.” 

3.  On  the  same  page,  in  the  same 
column,  in  the  third  line  under  the 
footnotes  to  the  table,  “BLs”  shoud  read 
"BLS”.  Also,  in  the  fourth  line, 
"adjustments”  was  misspelled. 

4.  On  page  44508,  in  the  Hrst  column, 
in  the  first  paragraph,  in  the  second  line, 
“amended”  was  misspelled.  Also,  in  the 
ninth  line,  “disable”  should  read 
"disabled”. 

BILUNQ  CODE  ISOS-OI-O 


DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

Employment  and  Training 
Administration 

20  CFR  Part  655 

Labor  Certification  Process  for  the 
Temporary  Employment  of  Aliens  in 
Agriculture  in  the  United  States; 
Adverse  Effect  Wage  Rate 
Methodology 

Correction 

In  proposed  rule  document  88-24954 
beginning  on  page  43722  in  the  issue  of 
Friday,  October  28, 1988,  make  the 
following  corrections: 


1.  On  page  43722,  in  the  second 
column,  in  the  SUMMARY,  in  the  10th  line, 
“employees”  should  read  “employers". 

2.  On  page  43723,  in  the  first  column, 
in  the  third  complete  paragraph,  in  the 
16th  line,  “United  States  of  Appeals” 
should  read  “United  States  Court  of 
Appeals”. 

3.  On  the  same  page,  in  the  second 
column,  in  the  first  complete  paragraph, 
in  the  fourth  line,  “H-24”  should  read 
“H-2A”,  and  in  the  20th  line,  “H-2A 
should  read  "H-2”. 

4.  On  page  43724,  in  the  second 
column,  in  paragraph  (b),  in  the  fourth 
line,  "of’  should  read  "or”. 

5.  On  the  same  page,  in  the  third 
column,  under  “3.  Post-war  Program”,  in 
the  13th  line,  “information”  should  read 
“informally”. 

6.  On  page  43728,  in  the  third  column, 
in  the  last  complete  paragraph,  in  the 
second  line,  “eage  rates”  should  read 
“wage  rates”. 

Note:  For  a  Department  of  Labor  correction 
to  this  document  see  the  Proposed  Rules 
section  of  this  issue. 

BILUNG  CODE  1S0S4>1-D 


